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Foreword 


Jn the days of Galileo and Kepler, almost everyone was convinced that the 


sun orbits the earth every day, as we could see it with our own eyes. Those 
who objected were considered ridiculous or, worse, were persecuted. 
Something similar is happening today with regard to the two sexes, men and 
women, their relationships and their powers. 


Jan Deichmohle has refuted all waves of feminist ideologies in 35 books. In 
his book “The Oppression of Men” the basic assumptions of all feminist 
waves not only turn out to be wrong — the opposite is actually the case: the 
male sex has to bear heavy burdens unknown to females and is sexually 
discriminated against, while females have a biological power that the male 
sex does not have. This is true of most animal species, including humans. 


“Genes are filtered by the male sex” is a finding of modern evolutionary 
biology. For humans it goes even further. Congenital perceptual bias grants 
privileged treatment to both children and women and discriminates against 
the majority of men. Feminists, whether male or female, have been misled by 
this innate distortion of perception. The original reason for the evolution of 
this bias to evolve was to exclude male losers from reproduction so that “bad 
genes” would not be passed on from men. There is no such mechanism in 
nature for women, who themselves may pass on the same “bad genes”. The 
same bias also affects social life. Male disadvantage and discrimination is al- 
most invisible to us. We assume female disadvantage when in reality women 
are given privileges. 


Evolutionary biology shows that male hierarchies of dominance are a respon- 
se to pressures of female choice. Males strictly dominate only other males, 
never females. There is no dominance of males over females in biology. This 
is a misperception based on the innate bias of perception and the way court- 
ship or dating works. Men may woo women by showing impressive dominan- 
ce that is sexually attractive to women. This display of dominance is a game, 
a theatrical performance, On the contrary, the female is dominant, because 
she chooses or rejects the male. 


Differences in social roles are not an effect of male power, as feminists mista- 
kenly assume, but a natural human universal that benefits women more than 
men. Women exclude men from female groups more than men keep women 


out of male groups. The female sex dominates through sexual selection and 
fertility. Innate bias increases this dominance. The feminist era has got all the 
basic facts back-to-front. 


The situation today is very similar to that faces by Galileo and Kepler. 
Traditional prejudices, along with ardent new prejudices introduded into 
political discourse and the universities by dubious feminist academic subjects, 
tell the opposite of the truth. Just as the earth rotates around the sun, more 
precisely around a common center of mass within the sun, the female sex 
dominates the male sex and not the other way around. Both facts appear 
counter-intuitive at first glance, but are nevertheless true. 


According to the latest statistics, 63% of men under 30 in the USA are single. 
(pewresearch 2023) The percentage of young men who remain involuntarily 
sexless (incel) had already risen to over 27% there before. The facts described 
have a huge impact on our lives. 


This book is capable of changing your perception of human life — just as 
Kepler and Galileo changed our view of the universe. 


Part A: Female Choice And Feminism 
Chapter 1. Overview 


This book shows that the female sex is biologically dominant. Sexual selecti- 


on, procreation and a bias in how the sexes are perceived contribute to this 
dominance. Female dominance has been increased by each of the waves of 
feminism in turn. The inherent balance in society which had once unconsci- 
ously favoured women throughout history — while also valuing men — has 
been completely overthrown. 


In this book we will take an interdisciplinary approach, combining results 
from different subjects and topics. That way we'll be able to find results 
beyond the scope of single subjects and topics. Quotations in the text matter 
for the book only to the extent that they contribute to our discussion of the 
relations and the balance between the male and female sexes. 


We will start with some new findings about the possible effects of sexual 
selection, refuting the claim that sexual selection assists adaptation to the 
environment, an argument which has had much support in our feminist- 
leaning societies. However, this question has no influence on the main 
arguments and topic of this book, which deals with the unjustice of putting 
the heavy burdens of life only on men, not on women. 


As life is defined as an organism reproducing itself, procreation is the central 
function in life. This makes it even worse that many men have been and 
continue to be excluded from procreation. There is no such burden or 
restriction on females. It is very contradictory to defend and even increase 
differences that favour women and disadvantage men, and to increase burdens 
on the male sex only, while doing the opposite when feminists assume 
advantage on the male side and believe that there is disadvantage on the 
female side. In this case, it is made the task of the state and society to 
eliminate differences. Supporting one-sided female choice by sexual selection 
is especially absurd in feminist-leaning societies, which are based on elimina- 
ting all differences between the sexes — even if they are natural and result 
from biology and human needs and desires. Feminist views of what is ‘moral’ 
depends on what they consider useful — they demand one principle or the 
opposite, whichever is more useful to them. 


Please note that assumptions of feminists and today's society about which 
differences would be ‘adverse’ for women are nonsense, created by ideology. 
First feminists state what women should be like — contradicting the desires 
and wishes of most women and contradicting human culture and nature itself 
— then they declare to be ‘harmful’ everything that is natural or what most 
women desire, because it is an obstacle in the way of their utopian goals. In 
reality, the feminist goals are harmful. Yet the world is expected to do focus 
its activities on ensuring that feminists achieve those goals . 


The book will provide evidence that a huge discrepancy — permeating social 
life and society — also exists as regards empathy. Martin van Creveld has 
shown, that in all civilisations at all times of which we have written records, 
women have been “the privileged sex’', receiving advantages according to 
their needs at their time. Feminism has only changed the way in which some 
women want to be privileged. It is a fundamental conceptual mistake to think 
of differences in the activities of both sexes as an indication that women are 
disadvantaged. On the contrary, these differences have evolved to their 
advantage. Apart from the above, just as language is only possible by 
replacing a meaningless continuum of sounds with phonems based on binary 
differences carrying meaning, the same is true for cultural roles that enable 
exchange, balance and social communication between the two sexes. 


We'll be crossing the boundaries of subjects and touching on many different 
topics. Assumed — though not necessarily actually real — female burdens or 
disadvantages get entirely eliminated, with the support of the state, the law, 
the taxpayer and various institutions in society. Real male burdens and real 
male disadvantages get ignored, are not spoken of, or get ridiculed, and are 
being increased by society and by feminists. This injustice is the focal point 
of this book. While tackling it, we will refute a lot of prejudices and claims 
common to feminist-leaning societies. 


' Martin van Creveld, The Privileged Sex, 2013 


Chapter 2. Introduction 


Charles Darwin and the Darwinian theory of evolution (circa 1858) laid the 


foundation for our understanding of natural selection and sexual selection. 
Recent studies on the subject have underscored its relevance and importance. 


Female choice being a determinant factor in the evolutionary cycle has 
profound consequences. It can create new species, and determine the course 
of evolution. Two species splitting off may be still similar enough to have 
fertile mixed offspring, but they don't mix, because the females don't accept 
the courting signals of the other species. Female choice (sexual selection by 
women on men) creates and forms the differences between the sexes, as well 
as social structures like the family and culture. (The description as a social 
structure was made in Volume 1, “Culture and The Sexes’). 


«... sexual selection deals with variations between individuals, male and female, 
of the same species» (— Erika Lorraine Milam, “Looking for a Few Good Males, 
Female Choice” in Evolutionary Biology, pub 2010, p. 13) 


The quote below is one of many indications of the strong influence of sexual 
selection on the evolution and development of humans (in this case during 
puberty). We're not interested in the topic of developmental sex differences at 
this point. The crucial finding is that sexual selection has effects on human 
life according to generally accepted scientific research. The details do not 
concern us in the current context. Later we will see, that these developmental 
differences driven by sexual selection do result in huge differences in suicide 
rates. 


«Sexual Selection and the Evolution of Human Sex Differences 

Chapter 7 

Developmental Sex Differences 

Is sexual selection related to differences in the physical, social, and psychological 
development of boys and girls? The goal of this chapter is to address this 
question by examining the pattern of sex differences across a variety of domains 
and by relating these sex differences to adult sex differences in the nature of 
intrasexual competition, parental investment, and so on. Developmental sex 
differences in the pattern of physical development, infancy, play patterns, 
social development, and parenting influences are described in the respective 
sections below. The pattern that emerges across these sections is consistent 
with the view that many developmental sex differences are indeed related to 


sexual selection and involve a largely self-directed preparation for engaging in 
the reproductive activities described in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5.» (Male, Female; 
The Evolution of Human Sex Differences by David C. Geary) 


Some recent studies suggest that strong sexual selection can be detrimental, 
contradicting the widespread assumption that it assists adaptation to the 
environment, as natural selection does. If sexual selection can have harmful 
effects, this would support the idea of curbing it. However, if you don't accept 
that argument for humans, or if you support the assumption that sexual selection 
selects good attributes and thus supports adaptation to the environment, this does 
not diminish the validity of the main argument and topic of this book: If one is 
moving towards a society in which the sex is irrelevant, it is contrary to one's 
principles and unjust by one's standards to place the burden of one-sided sexual 
discrimination and exclusion from procreation only on the male sex. Feminists 
act according to the motto: “There must be no sex differences if we don't want 
them, but there must be sex differences if we do want them.” It is unfair to ignore 
male disadvantages and suffering in general, while supporting women with the 
justification of making life equal for both sexes. This should be self-evident. 


Reconstruction of some species of megaloceros 


«We assume that plumage dimorphism is a response to sexual selection and 
we assume that the males of plumage-dimorphic species experience stronger 
sexual selection pressures than males of monomorphic species. On Oahu, the 
extinction rate for dimorphic species, 59%, is significantly greater than for 
monomorphic species, 23%. On Tahiti, only 7% of the introduced dimorphic 


species have persisted 
—) compared to 22% for the 

_ introduced monomorphic 
species. ... 

Thus, the hypothesis that 
response to sexual selection 
increases the risk of extinction 
is supported for passerids and 
for the data set as a whole.» 
(Sexual Selection and the Risk 
of Extinction of Introduced 
Birds on Oceanic Islands, 
Denson K. McLain, Michael 
P. Moulton and Todd P. Red- 
fearn, 1995) 


The influence of biological 
female choice can push spe- 
cies into biological and cultu- 
ral dead ends. These evolutio- 
nary tiger traps can lead to 
specie extinction. For exam- 
ple, one species of deer in the 
“Ice Age” was compelled to 
grow ever larger antlers in order to gain access to females. Eventually the species 
was unable to cope with the changes in the environment and consequently died 
out. 


Note: I am not making claims. I don't claim that strong sexual selection does 
cause extinction. Instead, I'm quoting accepted research results that strong sexual 
selection can cause extinction. A study on ostracods states that the stronger 
sexual selection for those species was, the higher was the likelihood of that 
species becoming extinct. Similar findings have been made for island birds and 
claimed for deers. This refutes contrary claims common in a feminist-leaning 
society. 


«To sum up, the intensity of sexual selection in larger species in deer family 
put them in risk of extinction» (Saloume Bazyan, Sexual selection and 
extinction in deer, Uppsala Universitet, 2013) 


2 «Theoretical models, such as a Fisherian runaway process, suggest that evolution 


of preference and preferred phenotypes may drive each other in ever increasing 
speed.» 
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«The antlers of the males. as different as they look, all antlers have one thing 
in common: They are disposable. They are expensive to manufacture, are 
only used briefly and then thrown off again. Why this waste? The explanation 
for this is provided by Darwin's theory of evolution.»’ (Naturkundemuseum) 


The problem isn't the differences between the sexes. The different traits of the 
sexes cooperate and complement each other. They are useful within a culture. 
The problem is the pressure of sexual selection on men and the fact that it 
becomes a driving force replacing natural adaption to the environment. The 
degree of sexual selection need not be directly correlate to appearances or sex 
differences. Some research articles used those traits as indication of the 
degree of sexual selection. An better method might be to determine the 
percentage of males, who could not procreate. The higher it is, the stronger 
the pressure of sexual selection. 


«When ‘the desire to please’ is deadly 

Sexual selection allows male animals in particular to achieve maximum per- 
formance — with consequences that are in some cases hostile to survival. But 
can courting for females actually lead to the death of entire species? 

Kurt de Swaaf May 2, 2018 ... 

Where this can lead to Fernandes and her colleagues have now observed stu- 
dying fossil ostracodes. The researchers analyzed the occurrence of 93 diffe- 
rent species of mussel crustaceans in sedimentary layers from the Cretaceous 
period over 66 million years ago. The shells of some species show strong sex- 
specific differences. Male animals had larger housings with massive bulges ... 
And in this regard, the researchers found a clear trend: Species, whose males 
had a lot of efforts for their features, got extinct 10 times as fast as other 
species. Sexual selection was pushing them into a dead end. ... 

Birds of paradise and peacocks are the best examples. Some of them could 
hardly fly because of the sheer decorative plumage. Thanks to the abundant 
food supply and a uniform climate, they ... still have a sufficient life ex pec- 
tancy — at least long enough to successfully pass on their genes. But they're 
lost when harder times come to their lotusland.»* (Neue Ziircher Zeitung 
2018) 


> https://www.naturkundemuseum-bw.de/sites/default/files/presse/geweihe_aus- 


stellungsinformation.pdf 
* — https://www.nzz.ch/wissenschaft/wenn-gefallsucht-in-den-tod-fuehrt-ld. 1381932 
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‘Sexual selection’ is a huge and complex subject so the reader is referred to 
Appendix A where it is dealt with in greater detail. 


«These findings have led to the prediction that local extinction rates should be 
higher for species-populations with intense sexual selection... we found that 
sexual selection increased risks of local extinction (dichromatic birds had on 
average a 23% higher local extinction rate than monochromatic species).» 
(Sexual selection affects local extinction and turnover in bird communities, 
Paul F. Doherty, Jr., Gabriele Sorci, et al; 5858-5862 PNAS May 13, 2003) 


Often the topic is approached the wrong way round, accusing men of 
boasting, arrogance or power. In reality, the biological force coercing men to 
present themselves as strong is the sexual selection of women, discriminating 
against many males, degrading them to losers if they fail to impress in the 
game imposed on them. 


Sexual selection and the certainity of motherhood give females easier access 
to procreation and make the female sex biologically dominant. Because 
children are the future, they get special protection and perception at an 
instinctive level, which then extends to females, who can be mothers. An 
innately favourable perception of women is the result. 


«This male-polarised/female-centring pattern is behind why males are regar- 
ded as advantaged and females disadvantaged... A pervasive misperception to 
the detriment of males would be expected to stem from the need to ‘police’ 
(to use the term as employed in biology) males to ensure they do not try to 
subvert the extent of sexual access they have by virtue of their ranking» (The 
Origin of the Sexual Divide in the Genetic Filter Function: Male Disadvan- 
tage and Why It Is not Perceived, Steve Moxon, NEW MALE STUDIES: AN 
INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL ~ ISSN 1839-7816 ~ VOL. 1, ISSUE 3, 
2012, PP. 96-124, © 2012 AUSTRALIAN INSTITUTE OF MALE HEALTH 
AND STUDIES.) 


Males are regarded with a bias that is more pronounced the lower their rank 
and the less they should reproduce because of their low rank.° Mothers breast 


> Would we perceive low-ranked males with more empathy, they could get more 


access to procreation than they are supposed to get (in the view of evolution). 
Those who are not supposed to get access to procreation matter less for the tribe, 
even socially, and face social discrimination as well, by men and women. Even 
their death has less importance to the tribe, as their genes won’t live on anyway. 
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feeding babies have a direct special bond with the child and influence its 
mental development. All of this adds to the biological dominance of women. 
Let us look at the consequences. 


In the animal-human continuum inter-sexual selection by the female of the 
specie can exclude the male from a fulfilled and contented life. The drives of 
procreation and the gene survival are an inherent biological imperative. It has 
been strikingly laid bare that this also holds among our own species — human 
beings. 


Whatever the dreams or lifetime ambitions of a man might be — be it a speci- 
fic woman he loves, establishing a world based on love and then living within 
it, or a world of social love and free love between the sexes — whatever that 
life's dream may be, it is often made impossible and his aspirations are 
destroyed by female choice, based on the power of sexual selection, which is 
extending ever deeper into the realm of social life. 


The male of almost all species must carry by far the greater burden of evo luti- 
on. It is not the case that both women and men carry “fit” or “attractive” 
genes to procreate, resulting in only the “fit” or “attractive” genes prospering 
and surviving. No, virtually all fertile females procreate regardless of 
whether or not they carry “fit” or “attractive” genes; whereas only a proporti- 
on of males with genes regarded as attractive may procreate. A proportion of 
males pass the filtering process of sexual selection by carrying “attractive” 
genes. Most women who themselves carry “less-liked” or unattractive genes 
nevertheless still exclude men having the same less unattractive gene from 
procreation. Barred from access to a fulfilled love life, these men have their 
dreams of life destroyed by the discriminating choices made. 


The “unattractive” genes however do not disappear quickly. “Unattractive” genes 
can be passed from a woman to a child down a long chain of generations. 
However, whenever the “unattractive” gene is passed to her son, he may well be 
discriminated against later in life, whereas if the “unattractive” gene is passed to 
a daughter, she will later in life most likely be able to still procreate. 


Were both women and men to face the same strict sexual selection rules, then 
those less unattractive genes would virtually disappear after one generation, 
speeding up evolution considerably. Or else, if neither of them would face 


This may be the basis for injustice, if we don’t realise and thereby overcome the 
bias. Those low ranked males do the work and take risks without getting reward. 
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sexual selection, then natural selection would steer a course towards a better 
adaption to the environment. In the current situation, the pressure to develop 
“attractive” genes may actually be higher than the pressure to develop “fit” 
genes. 


Sobering as these statements are, they are nonetheless scientific facts, proven 
by genetic research. 


«Evolution by Martin Sewell, 31 March 2014, University of 
Cambridge 
.. The distribution of men's mate value has a greater variance and 
more of a positive skew than the corresponding distribution for women. 
Females limit the reproductive success of males, and men compete 
with other men for access to women. .. 
Men have evolved to act as ‘filters’ for genetic material (Atmar 
1991, Moxon 2008). .. 
By stretching men out in a dominance hierarchy, genetic material that 
enhances the lineage is retained, whilst deleterious genetic material is 
eliminated from the lineage. .. 
There is no dominance relationship (or competition) between men and 
women.»° 


Examination of the graph’ below reveals that over the last 60,000 years, 
between four and five times as many women than men have procreated and 
left their genes within the human gene pool. We can safely assume, that the 
vast majority of women have procreated, whereas, at most, one man in four or 
five has procreated. (Jf fewer than almost all women have procreated, the 
proportion of men is be even less than that.) 


° «Evolution by Martin Sewell, 31 March 2014, University of Cambridge 
... The distribution of men's mate value has a greater variance and more of a 
positive skew than the corresponding distribution for women. 
Females limit the reproductive success of males, and men compete with other 
men for access to women. .. 
Men have evolved to act as ‘filters’ for genetic material (Atmar 1991, Moxon 
2008). .. 
By stretching men out in a dominance hierarchy, genetic material that enhances 
the lineage is retained, whilst deleterious genetic material is eliminated from 
the lineage. .. 
There is no dominance relationship (or competition) between men and women.» 


7 see Table 1: World reproductive population 
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This is consistent with the biological fact of female choice, as stated by 
Darwin and confirmed by recent evolutionary biology. It is also consistent 
with feminist claims that women, given they have the choice, will select only 
20 percent of men, while not wanting the other 80 percent. (see Volume 1 
“Culture And The Sexes,” ,,Kultur und Geschlecht’’) 


An exception may have been the most recent few millennia, when human culture 
and what we now take to be “traditional” marriage may have resulted in a short 
period of less imbalance, while the underlying balance nevertheless still favoured 
women. There have been times of a huge imbalance, for instance, 8,000 years 
ago, when 17 times as many women procreated as men (see graphs below). 


Table 1: World reproductive population (in 000s) over the millenia 
Left: Male population Right: Female population 
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Figure 2. Cumulative Bayesian skyline plots of Y chromosome and mtDNA diversity by world regions. The red dashed lines highlight the horizons of 10 
kya and 50 kya. Individual plots for each region are presented in Supplemental Figure S4A. 
Four to five times as many women as men have reproduced during the 60,000 
years covered by the above graphs. Before that, there was a genetic bottle- 
neck, which is why the data do not go back further. The horizontal (or X) axis 
measures reproductive population in thousands of years, and the vertical (or 


Y) axis represents numbers of individuals.’ (Genome Research, Mar 13, 2015) 


Effective FEMALE Reproducting Population 


Effective MALE Reproducting Population Size 
Size (thousands) 


(thousands) 


Culture never “discriminated against women;” instead it was necessary for 
measures to be taken to reduce the degree of inhuman discrimination against 
men. That there was no oppression of women, but has always been oppressi- 
on of most men, has since been proved by science. Genetics is able to trace 
these specific facts back for more than 60,000 years, delivering exact proofs, 


§ Quelle: Monika Karmin et al. / Genome Research, Francie Deep, Mar 17, 2015, 
“8,000 Years Ago, 17 Women Reproduced for Every One Man”, 
Researchgate.net: “A recent bottleneck of Y chromosome diversity coincides with 
a global change in culture”, 13.3.2015 


16 


while the feminist view is based on subjective perceptions, partisanship and 
myths, according to their own sources (see “Critique of Feminist Ideology’). 
Martin van Creveld has researched all the years of human history that can be 
covered in “The Privileged Sex.” His finding was that women have always 
been privileged. 


In every culture throughout history women have been privileged and yet it 
was men who had to carry the burden of providing for the privileged status of 
women. Men were put into dangerous situations, including fighting for the 
protection of others and undertaking dangerous jobs or working anti-social 
hours, consistent with the “male filter” role of males. The life of women was 
much more protected, whereas men were expected to risk their lives for the 
benefit of others. 


While on the one hand, procreation was an almost certain option for healthy 
women, on the other hand a majority of men were denied access to fertile 
women, and thereby procreation as genetics have proven. (see graph below) 
This meant that a majority of men were effectively living a life of oppression. 
Therefore, claims of “discrimination against women” are as wholely contrary 
to the truth as they are wholely subjective. And yet, regrettably, all the ‘waves 
of feminism’ have built on this initial misconception and have actually 
exacerbated this elemental inequality. 


The graphs above prove to what extent the burden of selection is mainly 
carried by men. Feminist sources such as “Female Choice” by Meike Stove- 
rock (2021) confirm and demand such disproportions. 


Under the pressure of inter-sexual selection (and in competition with other 
males) men must be successful in the eyes of women, sometimes according to 
unfathomable and often quickly changing fashions and patterns of female 
choice. The pace of change is especially rapid among humans: Some sources 
state that the rate of change today is faster than at the time we split off from 
the apes. Yesterday's latest must-have fashions are today seen as a ridiculous 
and worthless aberrations. Whoever is unfortunate enough to fall behind 
fashion, will be sifted out, discriminated against, and excluded. Fickle fashion 
decrees that what enthralled us yesterday, may be rejected and detested today. 
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With the power’; to decide whose genes live on and whose will die out firmly 
in the hands of women, the genetic pressure on men is huge. Men adapt much 
quicker than women because of this evolutionary pressure; they are the 
experimental laboratory (sometimes referred to as the “genetic filter’) of 
nature. 


“male organisms evolve faster than their female counterparts” — ‘Live 
Science,’ Jeanna Bryner, Managing Editor, Nov 19th 2007. 


This faster change in males is linked to the pressure of sexual selection. 


“The researchers suggest this ... allows males to respond at the drop of a hat 
to the pressures of sexual selection.” — ‘Live Science,’ Jeanna Bryner, 
Managing Editor, Nov 19th 2007. 


To enable fast adaption to the higher selection pressures men face, the array 
of variance between men is larger. Men are more likely to be found at the 
fringes of the statistical distribution. The male mutation rate is higher than the 
female. Both the very fit and the very unfit, the genius and the idiot, are more 
likely to be male than female. '° 


«These have finally provided consistent results. Both Feingold (1992b) and 
Hedges and Novell (1995) have reported that ... test score variances of males 
were generally larger than those of females. Feingold found that males were 
more variable than females on tests of quantitative reasoning, spatial 


° As Steve Moxon noted, a majority of males having a lower rank has rather an 


interest of overthrowing the male hierarchy, because it is of disadvantage for 
them. Or else, if they can’t overthrow it to reach the top area themselves, they try 
to cheat and act as higher-ranked than they really are. Both high-ranked males and 
females co-operate in keeping the hierarchy order stable. According to Moxon, 
females have even more of an interest in policing the male hierarchy orders than 
males, because they depend on it for sexual selection. 

Some sex-racist feminists, as usual, claim the opposite and denigrate man as being 
a “retrograde model” of evolution as opposed to the “more progressive woman”, 
which, as usual, turns evolutionary facts on their head. Even in circles of official 
bourgeois women politicians such misandric ideology has been voiced. 

There has often been a higher average male performance in male areas since 
biologically long times, but this is a method of argumentation that has so far been 
unsuccessful and that is generally omitted in this series of books, because there is 
no need. All arguments are valid even without such assumptions; if these were 
added, they would merely confirm proven facts from a different perspective. 
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visualisation, spelling, and general knowledge.» — John Archer & Barbara 
Lloyd, Sex and Gender, p. 187 


A higher variance and mutation rate means that we would expect a greater 
variety of features. This enables some men to become the “pop stars” of 
female choice discriminating against a majority of men. 


While a large variance enhances the chance of some men fitting in to the 
newer demands by sexual selection, others fail completely. Statistically, 
women are more likely found in the middle, the average, whereas men are 
more often found at the fringes. 


«In many plant and animal taxa mutation rates are higher in males than in 
females.» (Evolutionary Ecology (2006) 20: 159-172, Springer 2006, 
Christian Som and Heinz-Ulrich Reyer, Research article) 


This also results from the aforementioned biological fact that men carry the 
burden of evolution." (see also Aiiiiendix A, “Sexual Selection”) This one- 
sided sexual selection is unjust and contradictory to the idea of equality. 
Feminism has declared war on all ‘facts of life’ that it does not like, and has 
tried (and at times has succeeded) in eradicating them, while protecting all 
their favoured ‘facts of life’ as sacrosanct, and further strengthening their 
perspective. There is neither balance nor justice in such a process. 


Female choice steers evolution away from ‘adaption to the environment’ by 
natural selection. If we assume a situation without sexual selection by either 
sex, natural selection would enhance adaptation to the environment and fit- 
ness. 


Female choice is the most momentous, the most consequential of all choices. 
Men are not given this kind of choice by nature. Even in other domains men 
have never had a comparably momentous or consequential set of choices. 
Male-specific attributes are therefore needed if men are to avoid being 
discriminated against, and even more to have a secondary choice of their own 
among those women who already selected him by their female primary 
choice. 


'' Apart from the pressure of sexual selection, genetical reasons add to the burden. 


Men have one X and one Y chromosome, exposing any defect in it, whereas in 
females, the second X chromosome may cover the effect of a defect. 
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To avoid discrimination or to have at least a secondary choice, men need a 
good reputation, and a sufficient amount of power and wealth. Male domains 
are also required, for the males as well as for the sake of female choice: 
females need and police’ the male hierarchy, because it is important for their 
choice. They don't want to fall for a braggart cheat. As a result, women pay 
close attention to attempts to cheat on status and disqualify men on the 
slightest contradiction that they find. (Women are more interested in main- 
taining the hierarchy than the majority of men (80%) who are of a disadvanta- 
geous rank.) 


(Selection — as we use the term here — doesn't mean there's a relationship or 
love. It means that she is willing to accept an approach by all the men she has 
selected. Usually it is the male who is supposed to approach the female, but it 
is the female selection process which actually dictates whether his approach is 
allowed or not. Our misperception is that the active male makes the decision, 
whereas it has been clearly observed by scientists, that among humans the 
female makes the decision, whether she's passive or active. It is men who 
have to correctly interpret female (often ambivalent) signals, not the other 
way around. (Whereby in the usual injustice not only does the man not have 
such a choice, but he is also badly thought of if he misjudges the ambiguous 
signals of the woman. If he lacks self-confidence, he is punished by rejection; 
if he appears ‘too sure’, he is treated with hostility by feminists.) 


A groupie might select virtually all the famous male rock stars and is open to 
accepting virtually all approaches made by these rock stars — see the “boy 
group” example below.) 


The same qualities and structures which men need to avoid being rejected by 
female choice, they also need to avoid the innate bias in perceptual bias 
against males of low rank. The perceptual bias has the same cause: The lower 
their rank, the less access to procreation males should have. Low ranking 
males are not supposed to procreate. Were we to perceive them favourably 
and with sympathy, they could ask for help and love and thus thwart the 


"2 As Steve Moxon noted, a majority of males having a lower rank has rather an 


interest of overthrowing the male hierarchy, because it is of disadvantage for 
them. Or else, if they can’t overthrow it to reach the top area themselves, they try 
to cheat and act as higher-ranked than they really are. Both high-ranked males and 
females co-operate in keeping the hierarchy order stable. According to Moxon, 
females have even more of an interest in policing the male hierarchy orders than 
males, because they depend on it for sexual selection. 
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whole evolutionary system. Therefore, evolution has created a protection 
mechanism, a biased perception resulting in biased treatment. 


In addition, women and children are preferred by perception, so as to protect 
and support the future of the tribe. This mechanism is independent of the 
above and also of the male rank: It affects all men. This mechanism also re- 
quires a counterweight to compensate for it. If there is no such counterba- 
lance, the human biological makeup becomes harmful and plunges us into a 
self-accelerating vicious circle of increasing preference for women, as we are 
currently experiencing with the waves of feminism. 


To avoid an unfair perception, men need a positive ‘edge’ in the form of high 
rank and reputation. Becoming aware of this usually unconscious mechanism 
also helps in the overcoming of it and achieving a more balanced perception. 


Some femininst literature sources put the figure of men who are winners of 
female choice at 20% (see Volume | and also the graph shown above, which 
both support that figure). Only those winners in the “sexual selection stakes / 
race” have a fair access to the gene pool by their secondary choice. The re- 
maining male population (the majority of males) face access which is limited 
on a sliding scale — from mediocre to very poor or none at all. 


Because there are many more heterosexual women than men matching their 
high and discriminating demands, there are often large numbers of male 
losers whose life is constricted and afflicted. There are also some winners, 
whom more women want, than there are men that they want. 


The losers are shown in table 1 above and tables 2 — 4 below, the winners will 
be discussed subsequently, see the “boy band” example. 


Such pressures (deriving from inter-sexual selection and resulting competition 
for rank) inevitably then become ‘social’ pressure, resulting in high male 
suicide rates, as the graph below for Canada (by age) illustrates. The increase 
over the age range from 10 years old to 30 years old is also typical of the US 
and UK. 


Table 2: Suicide Rates By Age and Sex in Canada 1998 


21 


30 


OMale 


@Female 


25 


Per 100,000 Population 
Ss a 


> LL tm 


10 to 14 Sto 19 20 to 29 30 to 44 45 to 59 60 to 74 75 + 
Age Group 


Age-specific suicide rates, by sex, Canada, 1998 Source: Canadian Vital Statistics Database (Hea/th Rep 2002;13(2)) 


Stewart et a/, BMC Women's Health 2004 4(Suppl 1):S19 doi: 10. 1186/1472-6874-4-S1-S19 


«From the data available (and shown here in graphs) the ‘critical years’ 
begin at 11 and end at 19 years of age. Throughout this period boys are 
undergoing many internal developmental and hormonal changes to their 
bodies and are having to adapt to new roles expected of them by society This 
is particularly true of the 11-14 year old category when boys are passing 
through various biological stages of adolescence that may radically alter their 
behaviour or responses from just a few years earlier. There is not one clear 
single event such as menstruation as for females. 

The next critical phase, whilst still linked to the changes just mentioned, is at 
around 15 and 16 years of age and may be related to stress induced by exam 
pressure. 

This could be compounded by peer pressure as girls begin to figure more 
largely in boy’s priorities. Exam failure or even fear of exam failure can be 
the trigger for hasty action by some young people. Getting or keeping a job 
can have a similar effect. Failure to get a job interview can lead to self-doubt 
and worth loss of self-esteem. 

The momentum is still upward when A levels and university hove into view 
at age 18 and 19.» (Robert Whiston) 


From the viewpoint of biology, the underlying pressures are 1. female choice 
(inter-sexual selection), 2. the social pressure of peer group, education and 
exams, or work, which are all forms of intra-sexual selection within the male 
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dominance hierarchy. The rise in suicides of men during puberty and adulthood is 
consistent with the view presented in this book. 


Table 3: Suicides of young men (1996) (England & Wales only) 
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Tabelle 4 (2): graphic representation, 
male suicides dark gray, female light gray 
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Chapter 3. Applying the Biological Facts to Society 
and Life 


When we examine the phenomenon of “boy bands” for example, the first and 


most revealing model is probably ‘The Beatles.’ 
The members of the band 
were drawn from a pool 
of average adolescents, 
same-aged, pimply boys 
from the local 
neighbourhood. The 
average boy may be 
inexperienced and clum- 
sy, and without their fame 
or skills, he will most 
likely be pre-destined to 
be discriminated against, 
mocked or even treated 
unkindly. There are 
millions of this kind of 
average young male. The 
first Beatles movie “A 
Hard Day's Night” shows 
a scene, where a woman 
scoffs at a Beatle greeting 
her, because she didn't 
recognise him (as a 
celebrity, and now a high- 
ranked male that Beatle- 
mania bestowed) in the 
old clothes he was 
wearing to avoid publi- 
city, (after having been 
chased by screaming girls 
shortly before). 

At the same _ time, 
teenage girls were quite prepared, for example, to overrun police barriers, 
cordoned off areas, cause traffic jams whenever the “Fab Four” (the Beatles) 
arrived in their town for a concert, just to be near their idols; their heroes. 
Concurrently the ‘phenomenon of the groupie’ associated with various rock 
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bands began to emerge at this time. Both are a form of strong sexual selecti- 
13 
on. 


By contrast, the average boy from the neighbourhood was still percieved as 
clumsy due to his lack of experience, lack of fame, talent or rank, and thus 
finds himself discriminated against. Because there are many more “girls and 
boys from the neighbourhood” than there are Beatles, the selected few men 
(of the band) now have a (social) secondary choice among the women who 
already selected them. 


Many teenage girls might fantasise that her favourite, or otherwise any 
member in the band she adores, would chose her among all the other 
screaming girls — and she would often long to sleep with him. So even male 
pop stars who epitomise the exercise of power and wealth are in fact still 
selected by female choice. The boy without fame and rank may experience 
getting rejected and discriminated. Contrary to our intuition, power of choice 
lies with women, and it is men who are discriminated against and excluded. 
(See my cycle of literary books describing it, which in the feminist era were 
dismissed with vicious personal defamations, because the fate of boys is 
ignored and men are not allowed to complain. It's a privilege of children and 
women that they may complain and get support.) 


As previously stated, it is a fact of biology that male power and dominance is 
an exclusively male issue which is sorted out only between men, not between 
men and women. There is no male dominance over females in biology. 
Feminists misunderstood such facts of life and interpreted them the wrong 
way around. Destroying male power does not result in more ‘equality,’ but in 
sharply increased imbalance insteadAs previously stated, it is a fact of 
biology that male power and dominance is an exclusively male issue which is 
sorted out only between men, not between men and women. There is no male 
dominance over females in biology. Feminists misunderstood such facts of 
life and interpreted them the wrong way around. Destroying male power does 
not result in more ‘equality,’ but in sharply increased imbalance instead. '* The 


‘8 Groupie (or gruppie) - a young woman who regularly follows a pop group or 


other celebrity, especially in the hope of having a sexual relationship with them. 
Some have followed many a or any famous group. In contrast, a fan just likes the 
music. 

We established a biological dominance by the female. The dominance is based on 
at least the following: Sexual selection, giving birth to children, inborn bias of 
perception favouring women (potential mothers) while discriminating men (who 
should not easily procreate). Given the biological dominance of women, men need 
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feminist cultural revolution spread across society was based on the misunder- 
standing of the most basic and important facts of life. For more details, see 
for instance “Culture And The Sexes”'’, proving that cultural forms of 
complementing of the sexes and division of labour are a human universal and 
needed to fix many of the problems of our society. 


EFormer members of the Beatles have told of women, who were proud of 
having conceived as the result of a “groupie encounter” with a Beatle, and to 
have then given birth to a “little Beatle” as her child. 


In former times a similar attitude prevailed with sexual liasions with mo- 
narchs, for instance, ‘August the Strong’ of Sachsen is reported to have 
fathered 100 children. Often, the attraction of young women is directed 
towards those that exhibit negative celebrity status, those famed for anti- 
social behaviour; even incarcerated famous male murderers are overwhelmed 
by female fan post and are favoured by some getting married while behind 
bars, even when awaiting execution. What does this mean for the human gene 
pool, and who is responsable for it? Feminists are requested to answer these 
questions. 


Meanwhile, our typical boy from the neighbourhood has considerable 
problems. If he tries to talk about being rejected, he faces denigration. The 
matter will be portrayed as “adolescent problems'*.”: 

But is is not only boys that face discrimination, and the denigration, should 


they try to talk about it. Young men and mature men face the same barriers. 


male powers to reach equilibrance. Natural behaviour and traditional culture 
provided some balance, though women were always privileged. These social male 
powers are much more fragile than inborn female dominance. That’s why men 
have to work hard to achieve it, and revolutions, or feminism, could overthrow 
them. That many assumed male dominance in the past is a misconception. Male 
power is a staging, a show, and a necessary one. In spite of all praise of “male 
power” you may find in past eras, this was just a surface needed to counterbalance 
female dominance. It was not real dominance, excluded by biology. Rather, it is a 
show, and this show is needed for balance. 

‘8 Kultur und Gechlecht” (“Culture And The Sexes”), Volume 1 of ,,Die beiden 

Geschlechter’” (“The Two Sexes”) 

Derogatory remarks and the general denigration of such problems have been 
documented in my other book series ,,Die Wahlmacht der Frau” (“The Power of 
Female Choice”). Not only the men get denigrated, even the problems themselves, 
because society doesn’t want to become aware of the problems and excludes them 
from consciousness. 
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So both problems have nothing to do with “adolescence.” Both problems 
know no age barrier, since men of all ages encounter discrimination by sexual 
selection and tendencious perception, which extends to social life in general, 
even to areas of life not linked to the evolutionary origin of this prejudice. 
The reason is, that women and children are permitted to complain, whereas 
men may not. Once again, the evolutionary sense of this taboo is to stop low- 
ranked males (as the adolescent still is) from getting “undue access” by 
complaining and begging for what sexual selection denies him.'’ But the 
resulting prejudice in perception and access has the same effect in all areas of 
social life. 


Female choice harms not only the majority of males (by excluding and 
thereby unnecessarily turning them into losers), but also creates a secondary 
choice of the small group of male winners, resulting in a secondary 
competition among women. Even though this results in giving a social 
secondary choice to a few male winners (at the expense of a majority of 
losers), the biological power of primary choice is female only and contributes 
to making the female sex dominant. 


Even though it may at first glance appear paradoxical to the reader, strong 
female choice creates stiff competition between women for the few males 
which the females select. It results in women doing a lot to feel attractive and 
to outshine their female competitors. Often, people do not even realise the 
biological machinery at work. Women frequently state, they would face 
difficulties finding a good man themselves, and that they would find it hard to 
get the man they wanted (‘Mr. Right’). Our perception obscures the biological 
facts. Women's competition for men only results from having previously 
discriminated against a large majority of men. Unthinkingly, we completely 
misunderstand the situation if we don't keep the biological facts in mind. 
Primary choice is female and given by biology. Men don't have a primary 
choice given by biology and face heavy competition in male hierarchies to 
attain the required rank caused by the pressure of female choice.'* However, if 


'7 There are two opposed remedies for this situation: The one is to easen access to 


lift the pressure. The traditional is two-fold: Both sexes, boys and girls alike, are 
requested to grow up responsibly. Also, there are cultural mutual responsibilities, 
, structures of complementing”. Such structures create bonds. They are binding 
forces opposing exclusion, which can result from selection. (see ,,Kultur und 
Geschlecht” for a discussion.) 

Feminist complaints about male competition got cause and consequence the 
wrong way around, too. It is women who need to change and discriminate men 
less, if they want less competition of men. 
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women discriminate too much, a few male winners will have a social 
secondary choice, and women face a secondary competition within their own 
ranks. 


A scientific study links this secondary competition to the spread of female 
discontent with their own body, and eating disorders. (see volume 1) Because 
many women are competing for a few selected men, they try to outdo each 
other by having a more ‘perfect body’ than other women and tend to be 
dissatisfied with their own body (the so-called ‘body image’ dilemma). Trying 
to be slim which is currently in fashion circles, they are more prone to eating 
disorders and psychological ill health problems. In traditional cultures such 
discontent and psychological disorders are rare, because those traditional 
cultures reduce the pressure of female choice on both sexes. Marriage and 
relationships are not left to only inter-sexual selection in such cultures, 
thereby reducing its pressures. 


Hence female power of choice by inter-sexual selection harms most men; 
(and in the process) also the selecting women themselves, the society and the 
gene pool, in which genes and characteristics of murderers and anti-social 
thugs are spread, because their carriers are preferred by some women. 


Female choice is the core of all sexual discrimination; it is 750 millions of 
years old — in fact, it is as old as the existence of both sexes. Sexual 
discrimination has always been done by women, for biological reasons (even 
if we are not aware of it). What “feminist waves” subjectively assumed, 
inspired by feelings'’, was absurd nonsense contradicting the biological “facts 
of life.’ Woman do discriminate, since they are females and are forever 
searching for their Prince; whereas men are much less “picky” for biological 
reasons. Men can get excluded from access - (from family, sexual fulfilment, 
and even socially in many ways by their rank) - and have to work or struggle 
for that access, but not women. (As a proverb tells: “Men marry down, but 
women marry up.’’) 


'° By basing their view on feelings and subjectivity, feminists were hit by the 


evolutionary “bias of perception” trap. 
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Recapitulation 


The first part of the chapter has proven female dominance given by biology. 


We discussed the consequences for human life and especially males, some of 
them drastic. Four to five times as many women as men procreated in the past 
60,000 years. A large majority of men were oppressed, whereas women never 
were. Both males and females suffer if female choice gets too strong. 


The roots of female dominance can be traced in fours steps. Sexual selection 
is a powerful force of evolution having several consequences: 


First, genes are selected or discarded mostly through the “male filter.” To 
protect the system of evolution, there's an inborn bias against men, the 
stronger the lower their rank. Otherwise, men could complain when losing 
and thereby gain undue access, thwarting the system of evolution. To protect 
the evolutionary system of discrimating many men, this bias in form of a 
wrong perception has been established. 


Second, to protect children and the future generation, an innate preference is 
given to children and women, who are mothers giving birth in the view of 
evolution. Both these innate tendencies are mostly unconscious and protected 
against becoming conscious. Thus it is difficult to make it conscious, yet it is 
important to do so, to make the bias in perception less effective, or, if 
possible, ineffective. 


Third, all culture privileged women. Western civilisation has added negative 
stereotypes about men and positive stereotypes about women. Their origins 
go back to the medieval ages or even further. (Medieval courtley love was 
already a submission to women in an astonishing degree.) Already at the time 
of Hobbes (1568 — 1679) stereotypes denigrating men can be found in 
writings by Hobbes and others. These tendencies became more and more 
prevalent in western societies. 


Fourth, feminism exaggerated such tendencies in a militant way and added 
new forms of denigration. It turned such prejudice and false perception into 
an ideology, a system and world view and into campaigns which did in fact 
disenfranchise, not enfranchise. They increased privilege instead of reducing 
it or giving it up. 
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Both third and fourth step make use of the unconscious bias of human 
perception resulting from the first and second. 


Let's have a look at the historical roots and consequences in daily life. 


Already in old times, matriarchal societies increased the disbalance, to the 
disadvantage of men and children. The more absent fathers, the more 
detrimental for children. 


«Followed consistently across several generations, a matrilocal rule of 
marriage results in the coresidence of a continuous line of mothers, sisters, 
and daughters. Husbands become the outsiders; it is they who feel isolated 
and who must cope with a united front of members of the opposite sex who 
have been living together all their lives. Where matrilocality prevails, 
therefore, women tend to take control of the entire domestic sphere of life. 
Husbands become more like visitors than permanent residents and 
divorce is frequent» (Marvin Harris, Our Kind: Who We Are)” 


Matrilineal family structures and martriarchy have the tendeny of down 
grading men to the point where they are perceived as effectively being little 
more than a guest in their own home. Feminists and feminist legislation have 
excluded men and especially fathers in numerous ways, whereas women are 
and always have been, because of their fertility, placed by nature and by 
society at the core of family structures and family life regardless of which of 
the world cultures is examined. 


Feminists have wrongly perceived and wrongly interpreted the facts of life 
with a consistent bias and error in all of their assumptions.”' Biologically, the 
female is dominant, and women are privileged. Man is thus disadvantaged by 
duties, exploited by work and burdens for the sake and benefit of others. 
These include: burdens and duties including male military draft, duties to 
provide and earn, restrictions and obligations in behaviour towards women. 
Men are oppressed by the power of female choice and biased perception of 
matters concerning the sexes. This biased perception is to some extent an 


20 http://www.amazon.com/Our-Kind-Where-Came-Going/dp/0060919906 

2! See Volume 1 and 2 of “The Two Sexes” (,,Die beiden Geschlechter”) by Jan 
Deichmohle, and “The Privileged Sex” by Martin van Creveld. 
To paraphrase American researcher and author Warren Farrell; ‘feminists were 
the only side to turn up for an underclared war’ — no wonder they won the first 
rounds! So obviously, with no rebutttal prepared, their apparant logic to explain 
the then situation appeared superior. 
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inborn characteristic, as evolutionary psychology has discovered. The higher 
the pressure of inter-sexual selection, the more men need to compete in male 
hierarchies. 


Today's differences between men and women do not stem from some 
imaginary “patriarchal” confection of invented oppression which in reality 
never existed — save in feminist theoretical polemics. Instead, those 
differences are the result of sexual selection by females during the evolution 
of humans as well as animals. The same power of selection created the basis 
for family, the division of labour between the sexes, the universal basis of 
cultures worldwide, which were in the interest of females throughout all ages. 
All of these have been wrongly ascribed to men's alleged power when nothing 
could be further from the truth. (see Volume I, Culture And The Sexes) 


Dominance by female choice destroys life's dreams. The literary series 
“Female Choice”” describes a young man dreaming of a world of reliable 
love for everybody, or “free love” for everyone, a philosophy of love — only 
to be discriminated, excluded and then ridiculed. His life dream was 
accordingly crushed. Never would he be able to live as he once dreamt — 
never could he live as he had desired from his earliest youth. His ship of 
philosophical love founders on the submerged reefs of female choice, which 
rejected him. He has to endure the sniggering, the ridicule, mocking, and 
laughter followed only by contempt. 


For evolutionary reasons (the Darwinian imperative), there is no pity or 
sympathising with male losers; they will attract only blame, be considered as 
an “uncouth lout” or as an “awful chauvinist.” This serves only to underline 
the additional feminist indoctrination that has perculated into the many levels 
of our society. 


What howls of scorn greet any man who dares to complain about these 
inhuman facts epitomised by the sole privilege of the female to dominate 
lives through the power of selection. What toxicity of venom is unleashed in 


2 Jan Deichmohle, Buchserie ,,Die Wahlmacht der Frauen” (documentary fiction 


series “Female Choice’’) 
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the emotional battering of the male victim of discrimination. To be able to 
complain is a female privilege. When women talk about discrimination they 
believe to have experienced, everyone has to listen, even if their perception of 
having been discriminated is based on the inborn bias (distorting their 
perception) and ideological assumptions, which are objectively wrong and 
contradicting human nature. But when males talk about real discrimination 
experienced, what a torrent of fascist-like invectives is released. This is in 
part documented in the book “No!” (effectively censored by it not being 
published and it being ignored since the 1980s, despite a written publishing 
contract, which was then cancelled). The book “No!**” documents the 
ingloriously abusive reply of the publisher Blaulicht — a reply attempting to 
morally destroy the author who dared describe what a victim of 
discrimination faces — ignoring all arguments, as is customary in feminist 
society. This overt abusing in public is symptomatic of many forms of the 
fashionable spite exacted on men by the whole of society.* Most of my books 
contain evidence of the censorship and despise of that very book — actually all 
except the most recent ones, where proofs will be added in later additions, 
when they were bashed and censored for telling a truth society is not ready 
for yet. 


In what is an “intellectual aberration” some men agree with feminists in their 
proposition of misandry”; these men combine with feminsits to discriminate 
agianst men: In our time, Warren Farrell first started out as a director of NOW 
before he partially realised his error and their true nature.” 


«He believed that the first step in social progress was to lift persons of lower 
social status to equal economic opportunity. Only then would evolution 


3 Jan Deichmohle, ,,Nein!”, Band 1 der Reihe ,,Die Wahlmacht der Frau”, English: 
No!” 

Similarly Donald Dutton's 1986 Canadian study was delayed more than 10 years 
because it showed too clearly that women were more aggressive than men in 
terms of DV ; and John Haskey (ONS) paper on single mothers was delayed for 
political reasons for several months. 

A dislike of, or contempt for, or an ingrained prejudice against men (i.e. the male 
SeX). 

The ‘National Organization for Women’, founded 1966 
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through sexual selection be able to act effectively. It may be taken as 
certain, therefore, that when women are economically and socially free, num- 
bers of the worst men among all classes who now readily obtain wives will 
be almost universally rejected... we shall set free a power of selection» — 
Wallace’’, a close colleague of Darwin, according to: Erika Lorraine Milam, 
“Looking for a Few Good Males, Female Choice in Evolutionary Biology,” p. 
21-22. 


Wallace shows the common contempt for men and glorification of women, 
which is typical for our civilisation. Men are viewed as possibly “diseased,” 
“weak,” “idle” or “selfish;” women select and discriminate among them. 


«Wallace hoped, some women would choose to remain single rather than 
settle for a “diseased,” “weak,” “idle,” or “selfish” husband. .. Wallace hoped, 
female choice, acting through marriage selection, would eventually become 
an even greater force of evolutionary change» - according to: Erika Lorraine 
Milam, “Looking for a Few Good Males, Female Choice in Evolutionary 
Biology,” chapter “Wallace, Divine Intelligence, and the Problem of Choice” 


The view and argument is obviously strongly prejudiced and inacceptable. 
Men are perceived in a denigrating way. The plan is to subject only men to a 
discriminating selection, not women. 


«First-wave feminists easily appropriated such theories of mate choice» 
(Erika Lorraine Milam, Looking for a Few Good Males, Female Choice in 
Evolutionary Biology) 


First-wave feminists adopted and used the concept of “mate choice.” 


Female choice (e.g. based on fashion) often leads to the making of poor 
(selection) decisions, resulting in the poor school educational attainments of 
today's young men, who quickly learn what girls want. In their age, finding 
acceptance has a high priority. 


Often, female choice does not prefer “good” men. Instead, often 
inconsequential “qualities” based more on transitory fads and fashions are 
preferred. To the extent that even gangster types, those exhibiting anti-social 


*7 Wallace, Alfred Russel (1823-1913), English naturalist wrote a famous article, 
‘On the Tendency of Varieties to Depart Indefinitely From the Original Type’ 
(1858) 
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behaviour and fashionable fops, are considered as “less boring” and therefore 
more desirable than those men who prefer to study and work. 


As a result these young men face a binary choice; they have the choice, it 
would appear, of either embracing education and learning (and face being 
ignored and discriminated by girls), or take pathways preferred by many 
young women. 


A literary description I already offered in the 1980s. In a structureless chaos, 
among only apparently formally ‘equals’, there is the absolute tyranny of 
female choice through sexual selection, to which there is no counterbalance, 
creating many male losers, enslaving the male sex, most of all diligent men 
and thinkers. 


In the quote below, taken from “Tyrants of Matriarchy” (pub. 2015), some of 
these winners of female choice are even called “thugs” and “morons.” 


«If a guy wants a girl-friend he has to ‘play the game’ and pander to the 
reflexive female preference for thugs and morons. The alternative is found 
in the life of James Holmes: he followed the ‘intellectual’ path and 
experienced only involuntary celibacy for his pains. It doesn't take much 
smarts to see that dysfunctional female mate-preference is the primary 
cause of male educational failure in the Anglosphere.» (Stephen Jarosek, 
»lyrants of Matriarchy,” 2015) 


Female choice can be dysfunctional and harmful for society. 


«I will examine the evolution of sexual selection ... This refutes the intuitive 
notion that selection will necessarily favor mating preferences for male 
genotypes that are superior under natural selection (e.g., Trivers, 1972; 
Zahavi, 1975). There are in fact situations where if a mutant that 
decreases male viability appears, it will rapidly sweep through the 
population to fixation despite the presence of a stronger mating 
preference for a more viable alternative male phenotype.» (Mark 
Kirkpatrick, EVOLUTION, Jnternational Journal Of Organic Evolution, Vol. 
36, 1982, p.2) 


Such a harmful selection is observable today (see above: Jarosek, 2015). Together 
with feminist dominated mis-education, it condemns generations of young men to 
a life of trouble and away from the good path. 
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Female choice has already been increased by first-wave-feminists, and by 
further waves since. Instead of being abolished, female choice was radicalised 
— consider for instance the demand of campus feminists, that at every step of 
a sexual encounter men should ask for consent and receive it before moving 
on.”** A feminist sense of justice — if not moral justice — should have kicked in 
and revolted against the unjust dominance of the female. Yes, it should have - 
but it didn't! On the contrary, all feminist waves have further exaggerated 
female dominance of choice in the pivotal areas of life. As a result, the 
balance already weighted in favour of women, collapses completely, as docu- 
mented in several of my books, including “Critique of Feminist Ideology”. 


«.. Women are going, sooner or later, to come to certain definite 
conclusions; and that from those conclusions will come a woman-made 
codex of sex morality on which the women of the future will act ... and 
on which they will require men to act.» (“The Revolt of Modern Youth,” by 
Ben Lindsey, 1925) 


The “Critique of Feminist Ideology” testified to consequences of the first fe- 
minist waves for the then growing generation of disrooted uprooted youth, 
which would search substitute ideologies. 


«Still another thing is evident. This active and aggressive inquiring attitude of 
mind on the part of girls has of late years become general rather than 
exceptional. Also, it is more and more unconcealed. The reason is that social 
and economic conditions have placed these girls more on a level with men. 
Many of them, when they leave school, take positions in which they make 
more money than the boys they go with. The result is that many a youth finds 
himself subject to rather contemptuous inspection by the young woman of 
his choice. To many persons this cold sophistication on the part of our 
girls is shocking.» (Lindsey op.cit., 1925) 


Contemporary debates at the time of each successive feminist wave were all 
based on wrong perceptions. Our intuition assumes there would be male 
choice, while female (primary) choice is fact of biology. Likewise, paternity 
of a new-born is assumed, whereas motherhood is certain.” Another term for 


8 That's subjecting men to a dictatorial female power of subjectively interpreting 


any harmless and well-intended move as a crime, even to re-interprete it as a 
crime in the future, whenever she feels like it. This is the end of justice based on 
objective facts and thereby the end of justice itself. 

The Roman jurist, Gaius, observed “Maternity is a fact, paternity is a matter of 
opinion.” 
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it is the ‘female veto.’ Feminism assumed ‘oppression’ of women, whereas in 
fact women were highly privileged and it was men who were and even more 
are ‘the oppressed.’*° 


Society's perception of matters concerning the sexes is biologically biased, 
prefering women, who could be mothers, resulting in better treatment and more 
protection. Men are perceived in a more negative way, and the lower their rank 
the more negative becomes that perception. This, too, is a fact of evolutionary 
biology. 


For centuries biased perception has resulted in biased views and skewed debates. 
Around 1800, misandry was already widespread among academic authors and 
became the defining spirit of the age. At the end of the 18th century, men from 
other eras or cultures, even men in their natural state, were already associated 
with negative stereotypes including tyranny, whereas women were viewed in an 
idolised way. 


«Iselin shows the wild man always from his worst side. He is deceitful, 
inconstant, gullible, rakish, cowardly, idly, as long he's not conducting a war. 
He has no feeling for the “beautiful,” has a “mind of destruction” and a 
tendency to booze and to be superstitious. (Iselin 1768, 244, 260, 204) ... 

The woman is perceived as the antipole of the sensual-tyrannical man, as 
shining light in the dark domain of instincts. Women have advantages: “It is 
also true, that among all peoples women become ready to reasonable 
occupations earlier than men do.... She observes the state and condition of 
things much easier and more curious then men, and keeps them in kind better, 
and compares them faster. They are more ready to deduct general concepts 
from their perception.” (Iselin 1768, 259) 

These ideas are based on conventional psychological assumptions of its time. 
Iselin referred to authorities like Sulzer, Mendelssohn and Baumgarten.» 
(Christoph Kucklick, “The Immoral Sex”*') 


0 The ,,5 P’s“. Boys learn they must Perform, Pursue, Protect, Prefer and Pay if 


they are to earn equality and the respect of a girls' love. ,.Myth of Male Power : 
Why Men are the Disposable Sex“ by Warren Farrell, p.166 (pub 1993). 

(http://www.warrenfarrell.org/TheBook/ ). See also books by George Gilder, 
Daniel Amneus etc. 

«Der wilde Mann zeigt sich bei Iselin stets von seiner schlechtesten Seite. Er ist 
falsch, unbestandig, leichtglaubig, verwegen, feige, trage, zumindest, wenn er 
nicht gerade Krieg fiihrt. Er ist ,.unfiihlbar” gegen alles Schone, hat einen ,,Geist 
der Zerst6rung” und einen Hang zum Trinken und zum Aberglauben. (Iselin 1768, 
244, 260, 204) ... Sie tritt gleichsam als Gegenpol zum sinnlich-tyrannischen 
Mann auf, als Lichtgestalt im dunklen Reich der Triebe. Denn Frauen haben 
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European intellectuals of that era agreed on such assumptions — it is not coun- 
try-dependent. This problem is much older than feminist waves (including 
19th century first wave) and its roots can be traced back even more centuries 
than just to 1800. See Kucklick “The Immoral Sex”, or my non-fiction series. 


The opposite of feminist claims that women would have been perceived badly 
and men favoured is true in past ages as well. 


«Descriptions of this kind appear around 1800 stereotype in very different 
contexts. It has been rightly described as “enlightenment consensus,” that the 
man of natural state and most of the following eras, was tyrannical, enslaving 
women brutally. (Tomaselli 1985 p. 121) It's striking that theoretical differen- 
ces hardly make a difference: whether french sensualism, german history of 
mankind, scottish empirism, transcendental philosophy or social economics — 
in this regard the thought of the era converges... In the 19th century this view 
on history became canonical and was included into lexica.»** (Kucklick, “The 
Immoral Sex”, p. 50 — 51) 


,» Vorziige”: 

,Indessen ist es auch richtig, dal} bey allen V6lkern die Weibspersonen eher zu 
vernunftigen Beschaftigungen reif werden, als die Manner... Sie beobachtet so gar 
die Beschaffenheiten und die Verhaltnisse der Dinge viel leichter und viel 
begieriger; ihr Gedachtnif behadlt dieselben viel besser auf; sie vergleichen 
dieselben viel geschwinder, und sie zichen mit einer weit gréBeren Fertigkeit 
allgemeine Begriffe aus ihren Wahrnehmungen.” (Iselin 1768, 259) 

Hinter dieser Vorstellung steckten konventionelle psychologische Annahmen 
der Zeit. Iselin berief sich explizit auf Autoritéten wie Sulzer, Mendelssohn und 
Baumgarten.» (Christoph Kucklick, Das unmoralische Geschlecht, S. 44 — 45) 

«Schilderungen wie diese traten um 1800 stereotyp in den unterschiedlichsten 
Kontexten auf. Daf} der tyrannische Mann die Frau im Naturzustand und in den 
meisten folgenden Epochen der Geschichte brutal versklavt - diese Auffassung ist 
mit Recht als ,,Enlightenment consensus” bezeichnet worden. (Tomaselli 1985 S. 
121) Es fallt dabei auf, daB theoretische Ausgangsdifferenzen kaum einen 
Unterschied machen [denglisch, richtiger: ergeben]: ob franzésischer 
Sensualismus, deutsche Menschheitsgeschichte, schottischer Empirismus, 
Transzendentalphilosophie oder Sozialékonomie - in diesem Punkt konvergierte 
das Denken der Zeit... Im 19. Jahrhundert erhielt diese Sicht auf die Geschichte 
Eingang in Lexika und wurde kanonisch.» (Kucklick, S. 50-51) 
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Innate bias, increased by civilisation and strengthened even further by femi- 
nist ideology, is clearly influential in the book by Lindsey and is seen as 
having a large influence on the youth of 1925 which he described in this way: 


«They [60 school girls] where not asking what boys should do. It was plain 
that they would decide all that for the boys so soon as they had decided 
on the proper courses for themselves.» (Lindsey, op.cit., 1925) 


The book describes a situation resulting from the first feminist wave. 


«that the girls' part in such questions is the more dramatic and 
interesting, it is also a fact, that the boy, relatively, doesn’t count.» 
(Lindsey, op.cit., 1925) 


Those males who aren't even considered any more by girls and young women, 
lose most and suffer most. 


Female choice is by far the most powerful choice available to humanity. 
Nevertheless, this does not stop feminists aggressively demanding more and 
greater choice for exclusively women under the mantra: “Our body, our lives!” 
Men do not have such a choice. Sexual access, procreation or abortions are 
decided by women alone. Men have no vote; they are dependent on female 
decisions, without having any voice in the process themselves. Men neither have 
a moral right for love, nor for procreation, nor having the children they father 
with them, nor a right in any decision about abortion (in cases where they don't 
want to be father). Absent fathers are a resulting problem of society often leading 
to subsequent troubled childhoods and individuals for future generations to 
grapple with. 


Because of these inherently biased perceptions, we are not even aware of how 
much unnecessary human misery is caused by feminist ideology and _ its 
precursors. There is no empathy for the male and especially the male loser, 
instead, there is denigration and even detestation. 


«Among indigenous people, it's general that women are desired 
more. This is the basis of sexual competition and selection. A Maori- 
proverb tells: “As beautiful a man may be, he is not desired; as 
common a woman may be, the man will desire her.” ... 


By transfering procreation to an institution based on economic 
capability of man, procreation was made a matter of social calculation 
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and stopped being a form of selective breeding.» (Grete Meisel-HeB, 
“The Sexual Crisis,” 1908, original title: ,,Die sexuelle Krise’”) 


First-wave-feminism criticised marriage for not focussing strongly enough on 
selective breeding with the male! Blatantly increasing the pressure of sexual 
selection it implicitly demanded on men, it lacked any commensurate 
pressure on fertile women, so the imbalance was increased. This would render 
more men becoming ‘unwanted’ and excluded from procreation, from sexual 
fulfilment and from feeling the warmth of plain love, and effectively 
disenfrenchised them. Feminism opposed marriage for restoring some 
semblence of equilibrance to female dominance. Exaggerating rather than 
curtailing the already existing female dominance was, and still is, their true 
goal. 


«The basis of the medieval ideal of knighthood, of courtly love, was 
the principle of voluntary submission of the stronger sex under the 
weaker. ... That men provide for the females is already common among 
higher developed animals. ... 

Under any condition, whatever change may occure to the forms of 
sexual life, this viewpoint must be kept, especially regarding the 
women's movement. 

The ideal of knighthood developed this principles to its highest form... 
The knighthood of old times turned into the galantery of today. And the 
modern gentleman is the epigone of the knight of old times. Indeed, he 
observes the forms and fomulars of the medieval knightly service ... 
though often only, where the society controls it» (Grete Meisel-Heb, 
Die sexuelle Krise’”, 1908, English: “The Sexual Crisis”’) 


She implicitly demands more control by society to force men to give even more 
privilege and dominance to women than they already had. She wants more 
privilege and dominance than women already posessed, due to a partly congenital 
biased perception, aggravated by strong prejudice of our civilisation quoted 
above. At the same time, outraged feminists portrayed themselves as weak 
victims in need of more protection, while reinforcing innate female dominance 
and the society's favour and protection that they already had. So did all the 
feminist waves. 


«As told in an essay by Hermann [5], Earl Johann IV. of Habsburg was rejec- 
ted by his bride, Herzland of Rappoltstein, “after he had held half a year of 
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probation cohabitation with her, because she accused him of being unmanly” 
— These trials of fitness were historically needed in the development of 
inheritance laws to ensure succession. Also they seem justified for reasons of 
racial hygiene and individual reasons» (op.cit., The Sexual Crisis, 1908) 


Once again, selective breeding is propagated by selecting some men and 
discriminating other men. The motives backing this view are darker than they 
appear at first sight. They arise out of culture of race, ‘hygiene’ and the Eugenics 
movement of the early 20th century which latterly gave rise to racism and 
fascism. 


Authoresses from this era of first-wave-feminism considered it to be self-evident 
that women were endangered and victims; that men should provide for them and 
submit to them as the stronger sex. They considered it self-evident, that there 
should be no breeding selection of women, but that it shoud be exclusively 
reserved for the male of the human specie. Sexual selection, the domain of female 
dominance, was not only considered a female right — no equality offered at all in 
such matters —, but it was intentionally increased and aggravated! An 
improvement of the “race” was sought by selecting only the strongest and most 
able men, discriminating against all other men, while doing nothing similar to 
women. 


Also, feminist literature wasn't about creating wealth, rather about redistributing, 
taking it away from men, who mostly worked to achieve it, so they can be 
accepted, have a family and share it with woman and family anyway. 
Redistributions of feminists had a contrary intention. 


4] 


Chapter 4. Résumé 


When the first feminist wave started, there was for decades a massive 
resistance, not by men as one might suppose, but by the majority of women. 
Instinctively they realised that something was wrong when pushing at the 
equilibrance of the sexes and that something important might collapse. 
Although at the time the biological ‘fallout’ and scientific cross connections 
were not clearly visible, and their arguments and goals were rather obscure, 
they nevertheless felt the onset of some kind of catastrophe - which was the 
underlying reason for their initially stiff resistence. 


Once a vociferous, radical minority had eroded the resistance of the majority, 
no available levers could stop the unremitting process coming to its 
inexorable conclusion. Subsequent waves of feminism swept across the 
tinder dry landscape like a wildfire - blazing and raizing all before it. 
Throughout all of society there was no serious unified resistance. 

The equilibrium, built up over millenia, was completely overthrown to the 
point that resistance was no longer viable. The whole of civilisation, had been 
put onto a slippery slope and then pushed with alacrity into the abyss. 
Whoever tried to resist, was simply run over in the stampede. 


Post Comment: 

Please note, that no claim has been made, that the arguments, programme or 
goals of opponents of first wave feminism would have been correct or 
according today's scientific standards; instead, it is proven, that in their era 
the equilibrance of society and between the sexes was overthrown and 
destroyed. Already the first feminist wave damaged society, culture and life, 
increased the inequilibrance of the sexes, enlarged female dominance, 
expanded domains of female dominance systematically, destroyed male 
counterweights and made opposition against later feminist waves almost 
impossible. 
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Chapter 5. Winners And Losers 


The important facts and fundamental premise are laid out in “Culture And 


The Sexes: Feminism's Big Mistakes and Their Severe Consequences.” 
Chapter 4 of that book will help to overcome the damage done by feminism. 


More arguments are provided by “Critique of Feminist Ideology: The War 
Against Men, Nature and Culture” 


A detailed description of the impact of current feminism on cultures is given 
in Volume 3: “Gender-Mainstreaming the World: How Feminism Destroys 
the Cultures of the World” 


Another series of my books deals with the loss of empathy for men, 
especially an almost complete lack of empathy for male losers. The term 
‘male loser’ denotes those men, who are rejected by women who are carrying 
out sexual selection. Women do this intuitively driven by ancient instincts, 
often based on body signals. While men displaying alpha-male signals will 
get laid, accepted as sexual partners, get a chance to procreate and may even 
get some empathy — though less than women and children — male losers get 
rejected and receive no empathy at all. Male winners need not be smart. 
Modern flirt and pick-up coaches know from experience — and teach — that 
the content of talk has little influence on seduction, whereas body signals 
have a huge impact. The smarter, more intellectual or more academic men 
are, the worse their results with women are, on average. Today, even a 
millionaire or a man who is professionally successful as a scientist may 
struggle to have success with women and can easily become a ‘male loser’ in 
this sense. Some readers object to this term, as nobody wants to be associated 
with ‘male losers’ or the topic itself, and they feel insulted by this label. 
However, they are ordinary or even successful men turned into losers by 
sexual selection. Pick-up and flirt coaches make good money teaching smart 
and successful men, good at logic, science or other mental work, how to 
become capable of seducing women. A flirtation based on logic most likely 
fails. As a result, intelligence can be expected to decline across generations in 
a society that unleashes unbridled sexual selection. 


It is partly for biological courtship display reasons that men want to portray 
themselves as winners and hate being associated with losers or the topic itself. 
Failing to do so could lower their sexual market value and even their social 
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status. On top of that, denying empathy to male losers means excluding the 
men who carry them from procreation. This preserves the evolutionary 
principle of filtering out genes which are assumed to be bad. However, 
women who carry the same genes face no social restrictions on procreation. 
The situation has been exacerbated by all of the ‘waves’ of feminism, by 
unleashing unbridled sexual selection by women on men, and also by 
reducing the social status of men. The social status of men was a protection 
against being perceived as losers and thus being excluded from both 
procreation and empathy. Feminist campaigns have further worsened the 
situation, which was already unjust because of biological forces, further up, to 
an extreme degree. 


Men show dominance to impress women, to get laid or to be accepted as 
partner. However, this dominance is not real. It is like a stage play. In reality, 
women select and are therefore dominant in flirtation and courtship, even 
though the man needs to act in a dominant way to get selected. We must not 
confuse this acting with reality. The dominance displayed in seduction or 
during sex is not real; it is something requested by the invisibly dominant 
female sex — discriminating and rejecting men, who fail to display 
dominance. 


Male losers are hated, and even the ter “male loser’ is rejected, like the very 
topic itself. It would be harmful to one's social status and chances in flirtation 
to be associated with male losers in any way. Pick-up advisors teach men to 
acquire friends of higher sexual status or who are good at flirting, so as to get 
better at the dating game. An even stronger reason to detest male losers is an 
instinctive perceptual bias which preserves the way that evolution works: 
using the male sex, not the female sex, as “filter for genes”. A positive 
perception of male losers would given them a chance to procreate by having 
sex with fertile women, undermining the evolutionary principle, that the male 
sex serves as filter for genes. 


Several of my non-fiction novels, written in my style of “documentary 
realism”, describe and document the woes of male losers in various ways. 
Some of the books are from the 1980s, some from the 2010s and 2020s.*° 
My harmless travel book, “The Kiwi-Experience,” introduces the topic in 
modern style under cover of an entertaining travel book. 

A different approach is taken in my books from the 1980s: “NO!”, 
fulminant Final”, ,,Advances”. Liberals may prefer ,,Life As A Journey” 
as an introduction, describing how hippie ideas and the sexual revolution 
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Books and articles about male losers are ignored for the same reason: 
complete, absolute, total lack of empathy for the male losers in sexual 
selection. While feminists can publish any nonsense and get broad advertising 
media coverage, books about male losers get ignored — especially by our 
biased media. As nobody cares about male losers, nobody cares about the 
topic of male losers. That's a major driving force for the oppression of men. 
We wrongly assume that women are at a disadvantage, even though women 
are privileged by our perceptual bias and by society. We ignore any indication 
proving that it's the other way round. 


Another important issue which is overlooked by most contemporaries is that 
feminism is trying to wipe out a human universal of all cultures at all times 
except the feminist era: There are cultural forms which are based on the 
sexes complementing each other by a differentiation of labour, care or other 
contributions, resulting in an exchange of care, work results and 
responsibilities. The exchange itself is more important than what is 
exchanged. It is like language, another human universal. Instead of a fluent 
continuum of infinite different sounds, language introduces binary differences 
enabling communication. Binary differences enable phonems, words and 
grammar. Trying to ‘liberate’ mankind from so-called ‘gender roles’ was like 
trying to ‘liberate’ mankind from language. Both binary language structures 
and the cultural complementarity of the sexes are as deeply rooted as a 
human need, occurring as early in the development of our species and are 
learnt as early in childhood. (See my book “Culture And The Sexes” for 
examples and explanation.) 


More than just being of practical benefit, this mutual care is also symbolic 
and important for the development of feelings, responsibility for each other 
and bonds in general. These cultural forms and roles connect the two sexes; 
since those forms disappeared, alienation and misunderstanding between the 
sexes have been growing. They gave us our identity — without them, we have 
to struggle to find our identity. They connect us in a better way, reducing the 


failed, increasing the number and worsening the situation of male losers. 
More experimental and modern books as well as more non-fiction works 
are listed in the bibliography. 
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pressure of sexual selection. Last but not least, it also benefits also girls and 
women, who rarely suffer from eating disorders and similar psychological 
problems in traditional cultures. Those disorders result from strong sexual 
selection backfiring on women, because most women want the same few men, 
creating a secondary competition among women for these few men, while the 
majority of good men gets excluded and thus degraded into male losers. As 
women mostly compete by using their bodies, they easily get discontented 
with their bodies when sexual selection eliminates some men, resulting in 
fewer desired alpha men than there are women. This is proved and explained 
in “Culture And The Sexes” 
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Chapter 6. Apendix One 


1. Natural selection (“natural circumstances determine reproduction”) 
2. Intersexual selection (“women choose which man procreates”’) 
3. Intrasexual selektion (,,men strive to rank for success”’) 


Evolution is a biological process driven by selection. 


1. Research into evolutionary biology has shown that the male sex serves as a 
filter for “deleterious genes”. By contrast, almost all the females of a specie 
procreate under normal conditions, or could procreate if they wanted to. The 
exceptions are fatal diseases or infertility caused by genes. Males on the other 
hand are ‘filtered’ in many ways. A child born to a mother is always hers. 
Fatherhood is not certain. 


Men are exposed to dangerous situations and may die in the process. That is 
“natural selection” in action. Women are not meant to be put into such 
situations — and get protected by men who expose themselves to danger. As 
women are never part of the male hierarchy of dominance, they don't compete 
for male status, won in hardship and danger. Women are not requested to do 
dangerous work or fight in wars. Clearly, therefore, men carry more of the 
burden of natural selection than do women. 


2. The second selection method in evolution is called “inter-sexual selection”. 
This involves female choice and female dominance. However, once again, the 
burden is actually carried by men. We will see that an overly restrictive 
female selection can ironically create a secondary competition between 
women for the few selected males, and a secondary choice of a few selected 
males at the cost of the majority. This doesn't contradict my statement — it 
supports it Such competition appears to be a cause of female self- 
dissatisfaction and resulting illnesses such as anorexia and eating disorders. 


The pressure of intersexual selection by females on males had already 
compelled the formation of male dominance hierarchies as an adaptation in 
the animal kingdom. Females use it to select high-ranking males. This causes 
intrasexual selection, the third type of selection, compelled by the pressure of 
female choice. Even today there is a strong, instinctive preference for alpha 
males among women. According to flirting experts, body signals determine 
who's considered to be an alpha male. Thoughtful attitude hinders success. 
(see: “Flirt Coaching”) The pressure of sexual selection in types 2 and 3 
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comes from women and impacts men, except for the secondary competition 
between women for a few alpha males. 


3. “Intra-sexual selection” is competition between men. Males are put into 
(find themsleves in) a single sex hierarchy of dominance which serves as the 
basis for female choice. Males are required to obtain a high rank to gain 
access to females for procreation. This holds as true for humans as it does for 
those other animals closely related to our species. Males who are not high 
ranking, i.e. are supposed to have ‘bad genes’, are likely to fail in competition 
with other males and be excluded from procreation. 


Males have to toil and to seek to achieve success. While a culture, or even a 
sub-culture may create a large variety of different scales of dominance, the 
rigid system of male hierarchical dominance is always present. (Those who 
fail in one field, may excel in another.) Females are not subjected to such a 
hierarchy. Neither for animals, nor for humans, does dominance of men over 
women exist.) 


Men alone carry this additional burden of intra-sexual selection before 
competing for females. Women do not have such a hierarchy, nor are they 
ever part of the male one. Biological mechanisms punish men who compete 
with women by destroying their status and reputation.™ 


If, as occurs today, men mingle with women in the workplace, work tends to 
cease to be a means of determining male status and dominance. Thwarted, 
this innate strictly inter-male competition will seek out different areas to 
express itself. As a result, it is not success at work, but success at trivial 
activities that will determine who can procreate or not. This results in poorer 
selection standards because the ‘selection of the fittest’ has been debased and 
society conforms to some random fashion or other. Primordial physical 
signals will beat brains and culture when it comes to impressing female 
instincts. This also puts boys and men off learning and study. A lot of energy 
is wasted instead of being spent on useful work or research. 


*  siehe Evolutionsbiologe Steve Moxon 
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Chapter 7. Sexual Selection Versus Natural Selection 


On the question of the effect of natural and sexual selection, there is some 


confusion in an age dominated by feminist thinking. Obviously, natural selection 
adapts to the prevailing state of nature because those genes are reproduced whose 
carriers can survive, reproduce and, where required, raise children. With 
changing conditions, undesirable developments are always possible, regardless of 
the type of selection. 


In the case of sexual selection, on the other hand, it is not generally predictable 
whether this favours and therefore breeds genes that are fit for life or genes that 
are unfit for life. The assertion that females would prefer to mate with males who 
are carriers of viable genes that will thus imprint their offspring is a theory: that is 
how it should be. But the fact is that it is not fitness but sexual attraction that 
decides. Whether traits that make one sexually attractive increase or decrease 
fitness for life is up in the air. This may be different for each species, for each 
trait, moreover, it may depend on the environment. Since the preferences of 
females can also change hereditarily, and there are repercussions of the genetic 
make-up of chosen males also on daughters, it is little wonder that biological 
studies in the animal kingdom have had few consistent results so far. 


Many studies have had a questionable approach, which has also produced such 
results. Pairs were selected for fertilisation, which eliminates sexual selection, but 
at the same time also natural selection, because animals survive under laboratory 
conditions that would have struggled in the wild. It is doubtful whether natural 
selection can be deduced from this under natural living conditions. Results were 
inconclusive. Animals such as peacocks or deer place a heavy burden on their 
males, because the development of large antlers and showy feathers requires a lot 
of effort and food, and at the same time makes them more vulnerable to 
predators. The male deer's ability to run in dense forests or even thickets is also 
severely hampered, as is the peacock's mobility on land or in the air. These are 
clear disadvantages. The interpretation of some biologists that males who could 
afford this and still survive must be fit in other respects, otherwise they would be 
crushed by their burden, even if it were true, shows a collective aberration that 
can lead to the extinction of the whole species if living conditions suddenly 
change, the males get stuck in the thicket, or on muddy ground, or predators 
casually hunt the peacocks en masse because their showy feathers make them 
easy prey. Such extinction events seem to be more likely the more sexual 
selection is at work. 
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«A new study by Fernandes Martins and colleagues provides much-needed, long- 
term data to address this controversy. Their data suggest that, rather than 
facilitating adaptive evolution, sexual selection can inhibit adaptive evolution to 
the point of actually driving a species to extinction. 

The authors used a clever approach: they studied the duration in the fossil 
record of a group of organisms that differ in their presumed strength of sexual 
selection. Specifically, they studied dozens of species of ostracods, an ancient 
group of crustaceans for which we have a fairly complete fossil record. 
Superficially, an ostracod looks like a small shrimp encased in a hard, clam-like 
shell about the size of a small seed. Because males typically have large penises, 
male shells tend to be longer than female shells. This sexual dimorphism in shell 
size is therefore the product of sexual selection. Moreover, the greater the 
disparity between males and females in shell size, the greater the presumed 
strength of this sexual selection. 

Interestingly, the authors found that species in which males are disproportionately 
larger than females -- and therefore species that experience more intense sexual 
selection — disappear from the fossil record far more quickly. Thus, more intense 
sexual selection is associated with a higher risk of extinction.» (Fernandes 
Martins, Puckett et al., High male sexual investment as a driver of extinction in 
fossil ostracods, April 2018) 


In this case, the connection between sexual selection and the probability of 
extinction has obviously been proven, whereas Fisher's runaway selection is a 
theory that has, however, been confirmed in some animal species. 


«Fishers ‘Runaway Selection’ 

Darwin assumed that the mere appearance of a female mate choice preference 
could lead to sufficient selection pressure. Accordingly, the females of many 
species would have a special sense of beauty. R.A. Fisher took up this theory 
again in 1930 and modified it: 

If there is a sexual preference for a trait (e.g. in birds, a female preference for a 
particular male plumage) which did not initially arise through sexual preference, 
but rather an advantage, however slight, this accelerates the evolutionary 
processes leading to the spread of that trait, and these processes can establish 
themselves as ‘sexual selection’ over and above the mode of action of ‘natural 
selection’. By selecting males for traits for which they show a preference, 
females ensure that these traits are also passed on to their sons. These in turn have 
a higher chance of being selected by females (sexy sons hypothesis). It is 
sufficient for only a portion of the females to have a preference for a certain trait 
in order to provide increased selection pressure for this trait. Male trait carriers 
consequently have a relatively higher popularity (even if only some females show 
preferences), are therefore more likely to be selected as mates and thus pass these 
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traits on again to the offspring. Female preference and male trait are thus closely 
coupled. Fisher called his theory the “runaway process”. This “runaway” 
mechanism of sexual selection can continue the development of the preferred trait 
even after the advantage resulting from natural selection has already ceased to 
exist. This continues as long as a selection disadvantage does not prevail again 
(e.g. if the peacock's oversized plumage massively impairs its fitness).» 
(http://www.panevolution.com/sozialeevolution/sexselektion2.html 


Basically, it is argued that females would prefer traits in males that show their 
fitness. This, too, is initially an assumption, an assertion that has not been proven. 
Sexual attraction has an irrational effect. Its effect is therefore not generally 
predictable, but has to be examined on a case-by-case basis. Even at the 
beginning, the trait favoured by females need not have had any advantage, 
however slight; it could have arisen by chance mutation and been detrimental. A 
popular theory states the following: 


Tail Length increases because of... 
Survival Advantage 
& Female Choice 


Gene for female Optimal tail length 
preference arises for survival 


Survival Advantage Female Choice 


F-Time 


This is a theory. It can be, but it doesn't have to be. What attracts sexually can be 
advantageous or disadvantageous. A disadvantageous selection, however, is 
detrimental in the long run to females who themselves inherit genes from the 
males, or to the species as a whole. According to the theory, an initially 
advantageous trait is at some point favoured by females; from that point on, 
sexual selection accelerates the formation of that trait, which eventually becomes 
detrimental. However, there is no reason why sexual selection should randomly 
favour a beneficial trait. In fact, at first there is no connection; sexual selection is 
random with regard to adaptation to the environment or fitness for life. Only 
when the offspring of choosing females develop better or worse does a feedback 
arise in the long run that allows those branches to spread whose females have 
made a sensible choice, whereas those branches of a species in which females 
preferred and reproduced harmful traits with their desires develop badly and are 
displaced by others. At best, this means: those tribes or cultures with a sensible 
selection prevail, others are left behind. In humans, this is now banned and 
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frowned upon as ‘racist’ thinking, but to deny the facts is to prevent meaningful 
choice, to promote poor choice, and to destroy ourselves in the long run. With 
negative breeding choices, whole tribes disappear into backwardness in the long 
term or become extinct in the animal kingdom. At worst, the whole species has 
mal-evolved as in Fisher's model; then the whole species dies out because of 
sexual selection. Whether the preferences of females in sexual selection are 
useful or harmful is therefore highly uncertain, depending on the species and the 
time. 


Such preferences prevail in the population as a whole even if only some of the 
females select certain traits, but the others select males neutrally with respect to 
this trait. 


Probability of Next Generation 


Choice 1! 2 of the progeny 


1 have genes for 
@e) —_——_ both female Choice 
Ae and Exagerated Male Trait 
1/4 of the progeny have 
42 genes for no choice and 
the Exagerated male trait 


114 of the progeny have 
genes for no choice and 
the plain male trait 


«Species in which the males invested particularly heavily in their equipment died 
out about ten times as fast as the less armour-loving species. Sexual selection 
apparently manoeuvred them into an evolutionary dead end.»** (Neue Ziircher 
Zeitung 2018) 


As an aside, the whole theory is feminist in nature, because it tries to justify that 
there is a one-sided burden on men unknown to women, and tries to justify it 
biologically. This means that the feminist epoch argues in exactly the same 
biologistic way as it once accused traditional society. Moreover, the feminist 
accusation is the wrong way round, because traditional culture also disadvantaged 
and discriminated against men with sexual selection and social burdens, so that if 
biologistic thinking was used, this disadvantaged men and favoured women. 
Even if sexual selection made sense, the injustice of excluding a large portion of 
men, but not women, from living on in their own children would remain. It would 
then have to be a demand of justice to share the burden of sexual selection 
equally between both sexes. But this has never been demanded in any feminist 
wave, by feminists who always unilaterally saw female choice as the goal or 
‘self-evident’ right, thus discriminating against men massively and in the most 


* — https://www.nzz.ch/wissenschaft/wenn-gefallsucht-in-den-tod-fuehrt-ld. 1381932 
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important and central function of life. Life is, what procreates itself. In that sense, 
women are allowed to be more alive than most men. Every other kind of 
preference pales in comparison. Entire branches of science today, even without 
them noticing, are shaped by feminist ideological sentiments, assumptions, 
emotive reflexes and exclusion of unpalatable ideas. Objective scientificity has 
perished as feminist-influenced women have spread into universities and 
research. 


But we need not look at such drastic consequences as the extinction of the whole 
species. Nor do we need to start from theories or even speculations, or dubious 
laboratory experiments on animal species very different from us over a few 
generations. Whether or not moths, beetles or birds develop healthily with sexual 
selection is far removed from the case of humans. For humans we have clear 
findings. 


«Criminals and the women who love them 

In the Special Report section of The Guardian newspaper, Denise Mina asks 
“Why are women drawn to men behind bars?” (Mina, 2003) It seems 
inconceivable to normal people why any sane, well-adjusted woman would want 
to marry a murderer. Yet the reality is that this happens all too frequently, as The 
Guardian article explores. This happens to the extent where criminals sometimes 
attain some kind of celebrity status — for example, Ian Huntley, the man from 
Soham, who was charged with the murders of schoolgirls ... receives bundles of 
fan mail from women every week... Carlos the Jackal became engaged to his 
lawyer in 2002. And John Wayne Gacy, with a history of drugging, raping and 
murdering 30 men in Chicago, married while he was awaiting the death penalty. » 
(Stephen Jarosek, Tyrants of Matriarchy) 


This spreads the genetic make-up of criminals. Likewise, there is a connection 
between the school failure of today's boys and harmful selection criteria and 
behaviour of many girls. 


«lf a guy wants a girl-friend he has to ‘play the game’ and pander to the reflexive 
female preference for thugs and morons. The alternative is found in the life of 
James Holmes: he followed the ‘intellectual’ path and experienced only 
involuntary celibacy for his pains. It doesn't take much smarts to see that 
dysfunctional female mate-preference is the primary cause of male educational 
failure» (Stephen Jarosek, Tyrants of Matriarchy) 


There is speculation as to whether the development of certain human abilities, 
such as brain development, language and musicality, may also have had 
something to do with sexual selection. (In a functioning culture, mating happens 
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less messed up than it does today.) This is, as the term suggests, speculative and 
difficult to decide. However, we have clearly observable indications, that today's 
sexual selection disadvantages academics and others working with their mind, 
who reproduce less, as statistics show, find it on the average more difficult to 
finde girls, as Jarosek as well as flirt and pick-up coaches know from daily 
experience: Logical thinking is detrimental for “game’’, the art of seduction. 

What is demonstrable is an increase in intelligence due to natural circumstances: 
both among Indo-Europeans, other Europeans and Asians around the Chinese 
population and language group, there has been a marked increase in traits that on 
average have improved intelligence, planning and diligence. This went hand in 
hand with the development of agriculture, so it can only have had an effect since 
its existence. During the Ice Age, living off agriculture was apparently not 
possible. The first beginnings of the use of wild wheat or other wild plants and 
their cultivation may have occurred in the Alleréd before the younger Dryas, 
when shortly before the end of the ice age there was already a brief stronger 
warming of temperatures. (Ice ages are characterised by strong, sawtooth-like 
fluctuations, not consistently cold. A short steep rise in temperature is followed 
by longer, gradual cooling. Interglacial periods are more uniform). But it was 
only after the last cold spell that our interglacial began about 11,000 years ago, 
and at the same time with it a triumphant advance of agriculture on all populated 
continents. The argumentation goes: at the edge of arctic climates in Northern, 
Central and Eastern Europe, agriculture could only succeed with good winter 
precautions, planning, diligence and deliberation. Those who were unable to do 
so died out. In warmer areas a similar development took place, when plants like 
rice were cultivated, which required the same qualities as agriculture in cold 
winter areas. Thus, similar characteristics developed independently in both parts 
of the world. This, however, speaks for a clear effect of natural selection. 


Now the question arises whether sexual selection might not have accelerated this 
natural adaptation. The answer is: yes and no. A hereditary change in female 
instincts cannot be detected. In the feminist age, our women still choose 
according to certain body signals just as they did in prehistoric times. This is not 
studied at universities, which have long been feminist and are therefore 
ideologically constricted despite complex methods, even if even scientists 
themselves usually do not notice this and believe that their own research is still 
objective and not influenced by feminist premises. Very often they are 
nevertheless, already in the questions and research approaches. The inquiring 
mind of man left the universities when feminist women entered them. Today it 
can be found elsewhere, for example in the pick-up artists of the first phase, who 
studied women's body signals in order to become sexually successful. Today's 
pick-up artists are often influenced by an ‘inner-game’ theory and ideas that are 
clearly feminist in character, forbidding criticism of female selection, and 
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accusing anyone who makes such criticisms, as if anyone who recognises that 
there are male losers and they themselves are affected by such pressures would be 
weeded out by evolution. Although this is a demonstrable fact, because most men 
are affected to a greater or lesser extent by the pressure of sexual selection, it is 
then taken as an occasion to blame everyone who notices and says so: Those who 
see the facts are supposed to be rejected by women for that very reason and thus 
to be blamed for the rejection! This is a typical feminist ad-hominem argument 
with which feminists have always tried to make any criticism of their ideology 
impossible. On top of that, it is repressive, establishes a dictatorship of opinion. 
Whoever thinks differently from them is finished. This is virtually a mental 
variant of Fisher's ‘Runaway Selection’, by which human spirit is destroyed 
because all non-feminist thought is suppressed and eradicated by sexual selection. 
Feminism would then be the oversized antler that would cause either the entire 
human species, or all peoples or ethnic groups affected by it, to die out because 
they have renounced reason and are therefore no longer fit to live. 


Successful pick-up artists manage to manipulate sexual signals by which women 
select men for sex so successfully that they seduce and have sex with 100 or more 
different women each year. The best have slept with thousands of women, 
claiming to bed one in ten women they approach, and in extreme cases an even 
higher proportion. It is demonstrable that this is usually not bragging. A large 
proportion of men, on the other hand, find it difficult to find a woman at all. An 
increasing number of men either live involuntarily without sexual relations 
(InCel), or have withdrawn because they believe they have no chance of finding 
fertile women at their age, or because they want to keep away from the poisoned 
femininity of the feminist era, which would otherwise destroy them (MGTOW). 
Others live as disposed fathers or financially exploited ex-husbands or ex- 
boyfriends in the treadmill of gainful employment like a financial slave who has 
to laboriously work out and pay for the fun and dissolute lives of absent women 
who have thrown him out the door or discriminated against him. The result is that 
the unfit (beside alpha jerks those women who exploit men) reproduce their 
harmful predispositions en masse, the fit have children less often, but have to use 
their greater capacity for the reproduction of the unfit, which is lost to future 
generations. 


Though it is not a scientific institute that studies female choice methods, the 
results of systematic experiments on what works with women and what does not 
have built up a field-tested body of knowledge over the past decades. If you 
assume something is wrong, you fail as a PuA (pick-up artist). Their results come 
from constant trials according to the principle of success or error. Therefore, it is 
not opinion or attribution, but is knowledge gained through experimentation and 
tested daily through trials. Just as research colleagues check whether results of 
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studies can be reproduced, PuA check their methods and assumptions daily in 
field trials. As mentioned, this applies to concrete signals and statements, but not 
to the psycho stuff of current PuA fashion. 


That is why we know today that female choice works as it did in prehistoric 
times, based almost exclusively on body signals. Conversational content is beside 
the point; intelligence and logic are more of a hindrance. Emotions matter. 
Intellectuals are perceived as ‘cerebral’ and are pretty much what effectively 
repels rather than attracts. At best, emotional cunning, which allows one to trigger 
and manipulate women's sensations, promotes success in picking up women and 
thus, under natural conditions without contraceptives, in fathering children and 
spreading one's own genes. 


According to the findings of PuA, instinctive female choice is therefore ruled out 
as the driving force behind the development of intelligence; on the contrary, it 
can be assumed that certain areas with an average IQ of 66, which are at the same 
time areas of polygamy, matriarchies, or in any case strong female choice, either 
missed the connection to a positive development due to sexual selection, or 
developed backwards due to female choice, which reproduced persevering, 
physically impressive and rhythmically gifted men, but spurned intellectual 
qualities like abstraction with consequences. 


What then, apart from natural selection, has brought about the development of 
intelligence, diligence, planning and other good qualities? The answer is: 
civilisation. At the same time as the development of agriculture, which required 
mental gifts, major upheavals took place. Once the meat of hunted large and 
dangerous animals provided the main contribution to food, which was a male 
task; the Neolithic revolution made this contribution insignificant and the once 
mostly female gathering and harvesting become the basis for food. After an initial 
period of catastrophe when, according to a study of genetics, there were 17 
mothers for every 1 father worldwide, i.e. sexual selection had become 
excessively strong, which may have had to do with a breakdown of stone-age 
male roles, excessive strength of female roles and the consequent breakdown of 
the balance of the sexes, men began to repair the damage that had been done, 
increasingly took on important roles again. Civilisation, monogamy and 
eventually states emerged at that time. Monogamy limited the effect of female 
sexual selection. Fidelity and morality ensured that all married people could 
procreate, provided they were fertile. So if you had a fertile wife and she was not 
impregnated by a fling, you could reproduce. While there were still several times 
as many mothers as fathers permanently reproducing and genetically detectable 
in the human gene pool, according to the study, this ratio was less 
catastrophically skewed than before. 
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In such a culture, it is no longer the sexual instinct of primeval times that makes 
women make arbitrary decisions about who they will or will not sleep with. We 
see the success of instinctive arbitrariness in the feminist era, which has produced 
many InCel, many excluded men and negative breeding choice. According to a 
recent statistic, 27% of men between 18 and 30 years within the USA had no sex 
— that high is the share of InCel already. Proverbially, “Stupid fucks good”; 
criminals and ghetto mentality and other harmful traits are idolised and 
propagated en masse by women. Even areas with an 0-IQ of 66 are likely to be 
final stages of female negative breeding selection over several millennia. 


In a civilisation, marriages were often more sensible. Usually parents screened 
out already capable candidates, who were then presented to the daughters to see if 
they liked them. But the selection of well-bred daughters themselves also had 
more feeling and flair for educated, clever, gifted boys who were recognised by 
their environment because of their mental abilities, and therefore also appealed to 
the girls. In an intact culture, it's not the muscular, slightly dorky but who knows 
how to swing his butt to the beat of music who ends up in bed with well-bred 
daughters. 


Musicality may indeed have been the primeval result of sexual breeding of men 
who seduced their Stone Age wives with stirring song. If music was their interest, 
it should be intelligence demanding music, like baroque music or classical music, 
which require artful counterpoint and virtuosity. Intact civilisation gives prestige 
to those men who spend intellectual achievements; it is for this prestige, not the 
achievements themselves, that they are then loved or approved by women. Unfor- 
tunately, women usually don't care much about men's intellectual achievements 
unless they receive social recognition. Ultimately, as in prehistoric times, or bio- 
logically inherent, it is status, prestige, that makes men attractive to women. But 
at least in a functioning culture with complementation of both sexes or an intact 
civilisation, this prestige is awarded according to reasonable standards. This does 
not mean justice for men by a long shot; a problem are unrecognised talents and 
geniuses who are denied prestige and thus success with women, apart from 
material rewards. At least intellectual talents are basically something that 
impresses girls because, on the one hand, they are considered masculine, and 
secondly, they are a criterion for good masculine personality; today, in feminist 
times, you need to be considered ‘cool’, whereby this ‘coolness’ is subject to 
changing fashions, which some know, but excluded people do not. 


In culture and civilisation, too, there are many male losers and high one-sided 
burdens that only men bear, but not women, which is unfair. But at least this 
burden is lighter because civilisation and culture provide partial compensation by 


57 


giving men high status. This is necessary so that men are not so easily seen as 
low status by women, and then cruelly excluded from love, sex and procreation. 


Feminism, as usual, has completely misunderstood this and, in a hysterical 
misunderstanding of human nature, has turned it into an alleged ‘disadvantage’ of 
women in traditional culture, which is nonsense. On the contrary, women are 
innately favoured, just like infants and children, who need special care and 
protection because of their immaturity. Both are innately given to mothers and 
women in general, already in our perception that favours women, sees them as 
needy and victims of circumstances. The whole victim myth of all the feminist 
waves that felt disadvantaged goes back to an innate perceptual distortion that has 
the evolutionary purpose of protecting and providing for children and mothers. 
The feeling that women who are actually favoured are disadvantaged and in need 
of help is an evolutionary mechanism that bends our perception of reality. 
Feminism has fallen for it. 


So it is civilisation and culture that make for more meaningful choice. While it is 
still unfair that this breeding selection is on males instead of equally on females 
and males, at least it is not so blatant because of monogamy, and more useful 
because of sensible, cultured criteria, and not as arbitrary as sexual instincts. 


Both religions and cultures that cherish spiritual lore, books or oral tradition, 
reflection and debate, promote the development towards intelligence because 
mentally capable men receive recognition and good reproductive opportunities. 


Natural selection and the more judicious selection of spouses and sex partners 
have together increased good mental qualities until feminism, emancipation and 
sexual derailment imposed a harmful unlimited selection, giving it arbitrary, 
absolute power. Such one-sided selection on discriminated men is much more 
negative today than it could ever have been in primeval times, due to technical 
aids that never existed in the past. For in earlier times there was always pressure 
to survive, natural selection could curb all too blatant excesses of sexual 
selection. Today, the welfare state and medicine largely prevent natural selection; 
only very blatant, incurable diseases can prevent reproduction. At the same time, 
there has never been such a comfortable life of luxury, and therefore the 
possibility to act so absurdly according to instincts and desires, as in our decadent 
affluent society. Therefore, female choice causes more blatant and stronger 
grievances than ever before, more systematically favours bad qualities over good 
ones, than was ever possible in history and prehistory. 
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Part B: Disadvantages Of Male Life 


Previous chapters have shown that the female sex is dominant for evolutionary 
reasons, while the male sex is discriminated against. 


This is a mans world.... 


85% of homeless are men 

76% of suicides are men 

70% of murder victims are men 

92% of deaths in the workplace are men 
97% of war deaths are men 

14% of men get custody after a divorce 


The idea that society opresses women 
is laughable. 


This fact is not only denied by feminists whose raison d'étre is based on an 
unjustly arrogated victim status on which, apart from many feminist waves 
and campaigns, they have built an entire industry that lives on their world 
view. From feminist tendency subjects, women's and ‘equality’ commissi- 
oners to countless profiteers of their system, live on such a life lie. Therefore, 
they do not want to tolerate the plug being pulled on their rip-off system. 


However, even commoners are usually not interested in the subject because it 
touches on deep taboos. It is part of male courtship to come across as strong 
and shiny. Dominance is biologically always that of men over other men, 
which serves social and sexual prestige. (Dominance of men over women 
does not exist from a biological point of view.) A man who admits to not 
being dominant 1s ruining both his social standing among men, in society, and 
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his chances with women. Therefore, subjectively, men have an interest in 
perpetuating the lie with which feminism enslaves them: the alleged natural 
‘dominance of men’ that has been the trigger and moral justification of all 
feminist waves.*° 


Paradoxically, not only feminists, but also the vast majority of men, out of 
apparent self-interest, do not want to admit that this view is completely wrong, 
that it is based on an extreme misunderstanding of biological facts, and that, on 
the other hand, precisely this misunderstanding was desired and promoted by 
evolution, in that a skewed perception is innate, in order not to endanger their 
prestige and self-confidence. 

But it gets even worse. Those who think that at least the — far too few — ‘men's 
rights activists’ would help to tear apart the edifice of lies in order to bring the 
truth to light and build a more just society have rejoiced too soon. The resistance 
of the so-called ‘men's rights activists’ was for the most part — with a few 
exceptions of clairvoyant people — almost as rigorous disinterest as among the 
established media and the average population. Books and arguments were soon 
ignored when taboo topics were broached, and sweeping comments were made 
about people “who argue with biology”. 

This shows how important it was and is to describe and raise awareness of the 
fundamental disadvantages of male life on a biological level. Even supposed 
‘men's rights activists’, despite their convictions to the contrary, are usually just 
an appendage of feminism, arguing (equality) feminist and stuck inside the cage 
of feminist ideology. They look indignantly at the escape from this mental prison 
in my books. 


A common objection is that this theory is of little relevance to their lives. This 
is a blatant misjudgement. On the contrary, the disadvantages and conditions 
presented here are the basis of human life, so deeply rooted that we consider 
them ‘normal’ and no longer even perceive them properly, but they are epoch- 
spanning permanent facts, unlike the usual short-lived arguments with which 
the critics of all feminist waves have regularly failed. Therefore, in this 
chapter we will present some consequences in daily life, although these are 
conventional arguments also voiced by ‘equality feminist’ men's advocates. 
As drastic and vividly illustrative as they are, they remain superficial 
compared to the deeper explanations given in the opening chapters. 


Biological female dominance and evolutionary empathy gap enable a 
multitude of male disadvantages in everyday life. 

36 Mannliche Starkebereiche sind notwendiger kultureller Ausgleich weiblicher 
biologischer Dominanz. 
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Deaths and accidents at work mostly affect men: 


«97% EMPLOYEES WHO DIE AT WORK ARE MEN (2009-2014 FIGURES) 
March 3, 2015»*’ (inside-man) 


For industrial fatalities and accidents, A Voice For Men cites official statistics that 
put the proportion of male casualties at 94%. (NIOSH) 


«Men are: 

99.999% of American combat deaths and casualties (historically) 
http://thewall-usa.com/information.asp 
http://thewall-usa.com/women.asp 
http://www.cwc.|su.edu/other/stats/warcost.htm 


97%+ since the Ist Gulf War (DOD) 

http://www. icasualties.org/oif/female.aspx 
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/casualty.pdf 
http://www.cwc.|su.edu/other/stats/warcost.htm ... 


94% of industrial deaths and accident (NIOSH)»** (A Voice for Men) 
Suicides are much more common among men: 


«According to the data given by the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 
worldwide, 78.7% of homicide victims are male» (wikipedia) 


A Voice for Men lists several US statistics that put the percentage of men 
among suicide victims there at 80%.*° (CDC) 


«24,672 / 30,622 = .8056952 


37 http://www. inside-man.co.uk/2015/03/03/97-employees-die-work-men-2009- 
2014-figures/ 

https://www.avoiceformen.com/the-facts-about-men-and-boys/ 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homicide_statistics_by_gender 
http://www.cde.gov/ncipe/factsheets/suifacts.htm This URL was deleted. 
Now the statistic doesn't compare male and female deaths directly any more. 
They first adjust data by age and explicitly state would have been raising for 
females some of the years, while not explicitly mentioning that they are several 
times as high for men..That seems like the usual data picking by feminists & 
media. Also: http://www.merck.com/mmpe/sec15/ch205/ch205a.html This URL 
was deleted, too. 
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In other words, over 80% of all suicide deaths in 2001 were male.»*' (AVfM) 
Murder rate: 


Globally, the proportion of men among homicide victims is reported at 79%”, but 
85% in South America”, although the proportion would be higher without the 
Caribbean. In Brazil** 92% of male victims were listed. A Voice for Men cites 
the DOJ study, which puts the figure at 76% in the USA, but this proportion is 
higher in the most vulnerable age group: 


“> (amjmed) 


«Women receive custody in about 84% of child custody cases. 
https://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/p60-225.pdf 

Paternity fraud is rampant in the U.S. 

30% of those named as fathers — bilked of child support unjustly» 


The court system also discriminates massively against men. 


«Men have a 62% chance of being bailed, while for women that figure is 80% 
and on average men serve 53% of their sentence but women serve 5% less than 
that»*’ 


Already in the 19th century, the law punished male offences more severely than 
female offences; Martin van Creveld demonstrated that typically mostly male 
offences were outlawed and punished more severely, whereas typically female 
offences were increasingly excused and punished more leniently. This was 
evident both in the legislation itself and in the judicial practice of sentences. 
Already in the 19th century, there were legal cases in which harsh punishments 
were provided for boys but not for girls. In addition, there is evidence of greater 
leniency towards women. This was also shown by Ernest Belfort Bax at the end 
“' ~ https://avoiceformen.com/the-facts-about-men-and-boys/) 
https://www.heuni.fi/material/attachments/heuni/projects/wd2vDSKcZ/ 
Homicide_and_Gender.pdf 
* — https://inhesj.fr/sites/default/files/ondrp_files/publications/pdf/ga35_en.pdf 
“4 «Almost 36% of these deaths were homicides, which were concentrated in males 
(92%)» (http://www.scielo.br/pdf/rsp/v45n4/en_2640.pdf) 
‘*  https://www.amjmed.com/article/S0002-9343(12)00638-9/pdf 
“© http://www.worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?7ARTICLE_ID=48871 
(https://www.avoiceformen.com/the-facts-about-men-and-boys/) 
https://www.theguardian.com/news/datablog/2013/may/07/men-gender-divide- 
feminism 
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of the 19th and beginning of the 20th century. (See: “Critique of Feminist Ideolo- 
gy”). 


Feminism has further exacerbated this pre-existing injustice. Some feminist 
voices even sneer that even 8% female prisoners are still too many, that there 
should be no more women in prison at all, only men. 


Uf THE FEED 


Latest Issues People Comedy MarcMeets Investigates Articles Episodes On Demand SBS News SBS Home 


OPINION: 8% OF PRISONERS ARE WOMEN. 
THAT'S ABOUT 8% TOO MANY. 


During the first feminist wave, male prisoners were already protesting that 
feminist activists serving time for violent crimes and terrorist attacks were being 
treated unfairly, with kid gloves, while men in prison received much harsher 
treatment. I documented this in the book “Censored: First Book On The First 
Wave’’. The self-promotion of the victors then, as usual, twisted the facts into the 
opposite. 


«There is blatant anti-male discrimination in the criminal justice system and the 
sentencing disparity between men and women exceeds that between whites and 
any other minority. 

http://ncfm.org/2011/04/issues/criminal-sentencing/ 

Average sentences for crime by gender: 

Female — 18.51 months 

Male — 51.52 months 

http://www.terry.uga.edu/~mustard/sentencing.pdf 

“Judge bashes Probation Department for gender bias in favor of leniency for 
girls” 
http://articles.nydailynews.com/2010-12-01/news/27082827_1_gender-bias- 
probation-officers-probation-department 

... 93% of the prison population is male ... 

False Accusations Against Men are Epidemic ... 

There are over 700 Women's Studies programs on colleges and universities 
throughout the United States teaching thousands or tens of thousands of 
classes from the gender feminist perspective, but not one program or class, 
teaching men’s studies from the masculist perspective. ... 
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Women make 88 percent of all U.S. retail purchases. Some experts even predict 
that, by 2020, women will control most of the money in America.»“* (A Voice for 
Men) 


«Men are also more likely to be made redundant and less likely to be re- 
employed than women. Note: these statistics are compiled for each gender — so 
the differences can't be solely attributed to the differences in male/female 
employment. ... 

Homelessness 

It's hard to track down official statistics on homelessness that take account of 
gender. But in 2011 the housing charity Crisis found that 84% of the hidden 
homeless were male. And the latest CHAIN figures suggest that 9 out of 10 


people sleeping rough are male.»” 
oo og tdable housing and people 1,50U units) 
a levels on welfare can't afford to pay pk abe Aas 
at point, rent.” le re 
assump- Sixty-one per cent of those wait 
tial and The ci 
> ae 
$250 m 
cial an 


For decades, the life expectancy of men in western countries has been seven 
years shorter than that of women. On top of that, women receive pensions years 
earlier in most countries. 


“8 https:/Awww.avoiceformen.com/the-facts-about-men-and-boys/ 
”  https://www.theguardian.com/news/datablog/20 13/may/07/men-gender- 
divide-feminism 
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The statistics were more blatant than the above diagrams 


«In the City of Brighton & Hove in England, boys from the poorest 
neighbourhoods die THIRTEEN YEARS SOONER than girls from the richest 
areas and yet women's projects still recetve THIRTEEN TIMES MORE 
FUNDING THAN MEN’S PROJECTS» (avoiceformen) 


°° ‘https://www.avoiceformen.com/men/13-reasons-its-unlucky-to-be-a-man/ 
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During the second feminist wave, often only women's projects received funding, 
which, moreover, were more ideological indoctrination than ‘helping’, whereas 
the idea that men might need aid projects was only laughed at. 


«A report by The Men's Health Forum revealed that the National Chlamydia 
Screening Programme screened fourteen times more women as men — yet it is 
known that men and women carry the chlamydia infection in equal numbers ... 
Organisations like Cancer Research UK, spend four times more money on 
women's cancer than men's cancer — and yet its own research shows that showing 
that when you factor out sex-specific cancers men are 60 per cent more likely to 
get cancer than women, and 70 per cent more likely to die from it»*! 
(.avoiceformen) 


«Findings from a survey of young people aged 15-18 in prison across England 
and Wales between 2006 and 2008 showed that almost nine-tenths of the young 
men and two-fifths of the young women surveyed had been excluded from 
school.» (a.a.O.) 


Even autocomplete searches are often violently hostile to men. 


>! https://www.avoiceformen.com/men/13-reasons-its-unlucky-to-be-a-man/ 


A Voice for Men, a.a.O. 
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TAGS 


#men ar 


#men are stupid 


#men are pigs 


#men are from mars 


#men are shit 


«Men are the overwhelming majority of rape victims. 

Male rape has been called “The most closely guarded secret of American 
prisons.” (Weiss and Friar 1974) There are estimated to be over 300,000 male 
rapes per year in American prisons and jails.»** (A Voice for Men) 


Not only in deaths, but also in accidents, it is by far the majority of men who are 
affected. So anyone who wanted to disbelievingly ignore what evolution and 
biology say about female dominance because we are supposed to innately feel 
these things askew for evolutionary reasons, and feminism has fed us even more 
blatant lies, should wake up to these facts at the latest. 


°° https://avoiceformen.com/the-facts-about-men-and-boys/ 


MALE vs FEMALE 


RIDDOR - Physical injuries by type 
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The more severe the accidents, the more men are affected. In fatal accidents, only 
men died in the survey period of the area. In the subjective perception of stress, 
on the other hand, women are clearly ahead, which says something about unequal 
or skewed perception. 


Feminism has increased such skewed, unequal and unfair perceptions to outright 
hatred. 
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‘ «I think when 
punchracism maa white men are 
@punchracism discriminated 

against, it is no 

= reat loss. 

Antwort an @Arnd_Diringer und Nothing of 
@NoHateSpeechDE value Gan. “he 


lost there, it 


Ich denke wenn weif&e Manner only becomes 
diskiminiert werden ist das kein = jena, en 


the rest of the 
grofer Verlust da kann nichts von tasonable rest 


of men are 


Wert verloren gehen, kriminell wird attacked like 
Jewish or dark 


es erst wenn der Ubrige vernUnfti- skinned men. 


#menaretrash» 


ge Rest der Manner attackiert Wird (punchracism 
wie judische oder dunkelhautige @rs™ 
Manner #menaretrash 


Time-typical and feminist prejudice is directed primarily against ‘white 
heterosexual men’. Anyone who is ‘coloured’, or who adopts one of the infinite 
number of possible invented ‘genders’, can participate in the happy victim status 
celebration at the expense of the all-paying ‘white heterosexual men’. 
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«In every man 
sticks 
something 


In jedem Manngsteckt faememe 
etwas Gufes, 


kitchen 
knife.» 


auch wenn’es nur ein 
Kiichenmesser ist. 


Pithy slogans pay off: no one deletes, blocks or punishes for ‘hate speech’. On the 
contrary, feminist pressure groups have tried for many years to delete all ‘anti- 
feminist’ or otherwise unpleasant sites on the internet and even boasted about this 
project. Under their pressure, ‘snitch buttons’ were introduced in social media to 
report disliked posts. They invented the method of arranging to report the same 
post en masse at the same time, often with false justification, in order to have it 
blocked, deleted, or even have the whole profile deleted. Later, other circles: 
Leftists, migration advocates in the Soros circle and the FRG under Angela 
Merkel took over these methods, expanded them and made them public. 
However, we should not forget their origin. I have documented feminist deletion 
campaigns even before migration as an obvious state goal and opposition 
obstruction under Mr Maas began. 


Feminism pays, has become a harmful industry that enslaves men and taxpayers 
to do harmful things with the money. As an aside, some now want taxes on men, 
or to make men pay more than women. Such imbalance has never before existed. 
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Any reference to male disadvantages is sneeringly put down by feminist forces: 
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Apparently, some are even demanding that there should be no more land for the 
old white men. At the same time, we are being pushed under the belt and are 
becoming increasingly extinct due to a lack of offspring. Women often don't care 
much because there is an empathy gap towards men anyway, as I have shown. 
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Sometimes it is difficult to decide whether all the images are real or individual 
ones are satirical; but even if a satire should get in between, it is usually quickly 
overtaken by reality. In our time, satirists become unemployed because reality 
becomes even worse than our weirdest nightmare; what seemed absurd and 
unbelievable a short time ago may already have been surpassed by reality 
tomorrow. 
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STOP OPPRESSING US! 


= SORRY. | aK ae 


There was and is no social discrimination against women constructed with false 
ideological assumptions that contradict human nature and subjective desires. 


ve) 


The Empathy Gap 


The fundamentally different reproductive strategy of men and women, which is 


decisive for the survival of their genes, results in strong differences already in 
perception, which have been substantiated and explained by modern evolutionary 
biology, and independently confirmed experimentally by statistical studies. 


In evolution, the aim of women is to preserve the apparently ‘best possible’ genes 
for their children, because if their children are successful, they are more likely to 
bring healthy offspring into the world themselves, to perpetuate their 
predispositions. That is what life is about, described by the science of life, 
biology: to preserve and spread one's own predispositions. Those who do not do 
this die out as a dead end of life and evolution. Those who leave behind other 
people's children instead of their own disappear. That is why the cuckoo is a 
cautionary tale. But such a fate threatens men, not women, because motherhood 
is safe in nature, but fatherhood is not. From which it follows that men must take 
care of their group. If they do not have children of their own, the children born 
are at least similar to them and carry on some of their own genes. For male losers, 
a betrayal of their own group is therefore bad, deprives them of survival in 
children even more than childlessness per se. Women, on the other hand, benefit 
from ‘good genes’ that make raising children particularly worthwhile. 


That is why women are choosy and like to discriminate against many men in 
order to be impregnated by the supposedly best choice. Men, on the other hand, 
tend to be happy about the opportunity — if it costs nothing — to father children. 
Only when several women are interested in them do men have a secondary social 
choice, and then like to choose the ‘prettier’, presumably more fertile woman at 
the most fertile age (young enough to get pregnant easily, but old enough for 
motherhood) who is more likely to bear them children — since nature knows 
nothing about contraception. 

Men try to meet the criteria of women in order not to be discriminated against. 
Therefore, they present themselves as advantageously as possible. It is therefore 
in the interest of women to recognise ‘cheating’ in rank. 


The evolutionary biologist Steve Moxon had concluded, as already quoted, that 
men are ‘regulated’ so that they do not arrogate to themselves more success with 
women than they are entitled to according to their ‘rank’ or ‘success’ — however 
this is currently defined by women. Therefore, a disadvantage for most men 
already arises due to a worse perception. 
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With completely free choice, according to geneticists and feminists, at most 20 
percent of men would be chosen by women. The other 80 per cent want none. 
This fits with a ratio of mothers to fathers which, according to a genetic study, 
has been around 4.5 : 1 over the last 60,000 years, and according to older and 
probably more inaccurate ones still around 3 : | or 2: 1. The statement of 
evolutionary biology is thus confirmed by measurable figures. 


In order for such injustice towards men to be possible, which is necessary so that 
good genes can be sifted from bad ones about men, there must therefore be 
mechanisms that put those men who are not supposed to reproduce in a bad light, 
deprive them of compassion and empathy. In the ‘wild’ without cultural 
compensation, it would be at least 80 per cent of men who appear unfavourable 
and negative in our perception so that we deprive them of compassion and 
empathy. If evolution had not developed such a mechanism, the tendency would 
be for the 80 percent of men who more or less become the losers of selection to 
complain about their unfair lot, to sneak love and reproduction in this way. 


Therefore, evolution puts a stop to this by perceiving the vast majority of men 
negatively and adversely. The term ‘male loser’ has a negative ring, triggers 
emotional reactions, makes some readers cringe. This is exactly the effect of the 
mechanism I am describing. An emotional reaction from readers would be 
confirmation of the violent effect that even debates about the mechanism have. 


Women, on the other hand, are fertile and should reproduce in the spirit of 
evolution because the survival and well-being of the whole species, people, tribe 
and community depends on it. Therefore, our perception favours both small 
children, who are still dependent and need help and special consideration so that 
they can grow up healthily, and mothers. In a sense, women receive similar 
benefits as children. This is the reason why for centuries we have perceived 
women as ‘needing help and privileges’ and as ‘victims’. It is also why feminism 
arose: precisely out of this innate perceptual dysfunction, which had an 
evolutionary purpose as long as humans lived in a ‘wild state’. 


But in a culture or even civilisation, this is no longer true. There, women and 
children are additionally culturally cared for and preferred, whereby the balance 
begins to tip. Because all civilisations of all times — even in ancient times — are 
affected by this innate distortion of perception, the preference for women grows 
constantly in every civilisation until the imbalance is so great that society 
collapses, or a barbaric episode throws society back into the distant past. 


In the collapse, the following happens: Because the preference for women, 
perceived as ‘needy victims’, continues to rise, the prestige of men falls in 
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comparison, until they fall below the threshold below which the evolutionary trap 
strikes: Men, reduced in prestige by protofeminist aspirations, are seen as 'losers', 
no longer part of the at most 20 per cent winners, given free choice. However, 
these percentages are not fixed. A culture can give all capable men winner status, 
which is then envied by feminists. If the culture collapses from excessive female 
privilege, then almost all men can be treated as failures, thus deprived of all 
empathy and compassion from women. This is exactly what feminist waves have 
done. 


Feminists had no idea about human nature and such mechanisms of evolution, 
made completely erroneous assumptions due to innate perceptual distortion, 
caused the collapse of evolutionary and cultural balance mechanisms with their 
goals and campaigns. They tampered with something they did not understand, 
hysterically misinterpreted. 


The damage after the first feminist wave was patched up with left- and right-wing 
extremist ideologies, which were used to give men a higher status again. This can 
be confirmed historically. Kings were worshipped in ancient times, i.e. cheered. 
After the collapse of the old society, men lacked such prestige. Already in the 
1920s, young people had problems with girls, as well as adult men and family 
fathers, who were profitably disposed of by women even then, as documented in 
“Critique of Feminist Ideology”. At that time, the first “League for Men's Rights” 
was formed for this reason, which was concerned about ripped-off men. Now that 
men were often nothing, losers who received gloating and ridicule rather than 
love and procreation, it was both communism and fascism that again created a 
condition in which girls and women shrieked enthusiastically. Irrationally, an 
instinct was unleashed: Women want strong men. When feminism weakens and 
destroys men, women look for a replacement, often a very bad one. In the best 
case, this can be artists like the Beatles or Rolling Stones, who were shrieked and 
cheered for, in the worst case, a fascist or communist leader like Hitler, Stalin or 
Che Guevara. 


The pendulum of aimless emotions swinging after the demise of the old 
occidental culture can be observed: 

¢ Kings — moderate, cultivated jubilation 

¢ First feminist wave and world war. Collapse, ridiculous men in need of help, 
exploited and dragged down by flappers and women of the first feminist wave. 

¢ Dictators - derailed, politically abused screeching, fanaticism 

¢ Collapse, ridiculous men 

¢ Pop groups — disinhibited Beatlemania, girls breaking through police barricades 
to be near their idols, swooning with screams 
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¢ Collapse: Second feminist wave, men are antagonised and met with shrieks of 
rage instead of the longing shrieks of Beatles fans beforehand. The second 
feminist wave caused total damage, knocked over the pendulum, so that we have 
been stuck in this state ever since. 


This time it is not princes and kings, nor dictators or pop stars, whom women 
give the empathy, love and permission to reproduce that they have withdrawn 
from the native men who have become ‘losers’, but ‘politically correct’ minorities 
and especially migrants. The migration mania has to do with the feminist 
perversion that needs new strong men to idolise and, in extreme cases, cheer after 
their own have been broken by feminism. 


All this follows from the distortion of perception that is innate in humans. 
Feminism is a consequence of this distortion of perception. Feminism has done 
wrong from the beginning, the exact opposite of what is needed. Feminism is a 
mistake and the downfall of every civilisation. 


By the way, there is evidence for what evolutionary biology suggests and 
explains as a general principle. Massive preference for women and disadvantage 
for men has been experimentally demonstrated, is a demonstrable fact. In one 
experiment, a boy, a girl, a dog and a cat were shown in distress. First someone 
stopped to help the girl, second the dog, the third helped the cat. Only the boy 
remained. No one stopped to help him. Even pets get more empathy than boys or 
men. 


«Women's suffering counts more than men's, causing more concern, outrage, 
and willingness to assist. More on the recent post.» (Rolf Degen, content of 
scientific study) 


«women's harm or disadvantage will evoke stronger moral outrage and 
sympathy than men's... From an evolutionary perspective, individuals may 
feel more strongly motivated to protect women than men because women set 
the upper limit on reproduction... 
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(DegenRolf/status/1016264093953609728?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Et 
Women's suffering counts more than men's, 
causing more concern, outrage, and 
willingness to assist. More on the recent post. 


® Tweet Gibersetzen 


We hypothesize that gender stereotypes facilitate categorizing women to the role of 
patient and men to the role of agent and that as a result, women’s harm or disadvantage will 
evoke stronger moral outrage and sympathy than men’s...From an evolutionary perspective. 
individuals may feel more strongly motivated to protect women than men because women 
set the upper limit on reproduction.. 

We predicted that participants would assume a gender-unspecified target of harm was 
female and that this expectation would be associated with warmer feelings toward this 
harmed target. Study 1 manipulated whether the involved targets were described as ‘victim 
and ‘perpetrator’ or more neutrally to test the prediction that the term ‘victim’ would 
increase expectations that the harmed target was female. Study 2 experimentally 
manipulated the gender of a perpetrator and target of a potentially harmful workplace 
joke... We therefore assessed whether participants would expect a female victim to 
experience greater pain from hearing the joke and whether these expectations would 
correspond to increased punitive desires for perpetrators harming female victims... Studies 
3-5 [tested[ the hypothesis that participants would feel more sympathy for and outrage 
toward women’s harm and disadvantage than men’s. Across a variety of social scenarios, 
we manipulated the gender of the victimized target to explore whether participants judged 
harm to male targets as their own fault, fairer, and less problematic for society than harm to 
female targets. 

Across five studies and a total sample of 1,475 participants, we found consistent support 
for our hypotheses that third parties more easily typecast women than men as victims of 
harm, and that this categorization results in greater concern for women’s than men’s 
suffering. Participants expressed greater moral outrage and sympathy, stronger support for 
corrective policies, lower attribution of blame, and a greater willingness to allocate funds 
for alleviating women's harm or disadvantage... stereotypes of women as patients 
translates into greater concern about women’s than men’s suffering, lower ascriptions of 
blame towards women than men, and stronger desires to advance and assist women than 
men 
Tania Reynolds et ai: Man Up and Take It: The Effects of Moral Typecasting on 
Responsiveness to Harm Experienced by Men and Women. Submitted 


We predicted that participants would assume a gender-unspecific target of 
harm was female and that this expectation would be associated with warmer 
feelings toward this harmed target. ... Across 5 studies and a total sample of 
1.475 participants, we found consistant support for our hpothesis that third 
parties more easily typecast women than men as victims of harm, and that this 
categorization results in greater concern for wmeon's than men's suffering. 
Participants expressed greater moral outrage and sympathy, stronger support 
for corrective policies, lower attribution of blame, and a greater willingness to 
allocate funds for alleviating women's harm or disadvantage ... and stronger 
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desire, to advance and assist women than men.» (Reynolds et al: Man Up and 
Take It) 


Also according to this study, women's suffering counts more than men's, gets 
more attention, triggers more help. Both men and women are more upset about 


women's suffering and blame men for their own (perceived) disadvantages. 


Rolf Degen @DegenRolf - 8. ju v 
Both sexes care more about and are more outraged over women's suffering and 
blame men more for their own disadvantages. 


«In human history, women set the upper limit of reproduction. The greater female 
contribution to reproduction may have promoted psychological mechanisms that 
protect women from harm. We tested the prediction with 5 studies. ... Participants 
blamed men more for their own disadvantages, were more supportive of rules 
favouring women, and donated more to women only ... Women showed greater 
gender group prejudice, perceived female problems as more severe, and were 
even more supportive of female-preferring rules.» (Man up and take it: Greater 
concern for female than male suffering, Tania Reynolds, 2018) 


Not only from an evolutionary-biological point of view, it can be established 
across species in humans and animals* that women discriminate against men 
much more strongly than vice versa. This has also been independently observed 
in scientific experiments. 


«Academy of Management Proceedings Vol. 2019, No. 1 

Man Up and Take It: Gender Bias in Moral Typecasting 
We predicted a bias in typecasting, such that women are more easily 
typecast as victims and men as perpetrators. ... Across four studies 
(N=1,319), harm was evaluated differently based on victim and perpetrator 
gender, suggesting a gender bias in moral typecasting. 

Tania Reynolds, Chuck Howard, Hallgeir Sjastad, Lei Zhu, Tyler Gene 

Okimoto, Roy Baumeister, Karl Aquino und JongHan Kim 

Published on the Internet:1 Aug 2019»*° (journals.aom.org) 


* Tania Reynolds et al: Man Up and Take It: The Effects of Moral Typecasting on 
Responsiveness to Harm Experienced by Men and Women. 

bei den meisten Tierarten, aber allen uns naher verwandten 

«Academy of Management Proceedings Vol. 2019, No. 1 

Tania Reynolds, Chuck Howard, Hallgeir Sjastad, Lei Zhu, Tyler Gene Okimoto, 
Roy Baumeister, Karl Aquino and JongHan Kim 

Published Online: 1 Aug 2019» 
(https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/AMBPP.2019.15459abstract) 
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Professors Hatfield and Clark conducted a study on an obvious but heavily 
tabooed topic that was also sensitive at the time of the so-called sexual 
revolution. Men asked strange women: “I find you attractive. Would you sleep 
with me?” All the women said no. Now women asked men the same question, to 
which the majority of men answered “yes”. Apparently, every study on the 
subject so far has produced the same result. 


This topic would only be a side issue if procreation were not the goal, content and 
meaning of life from the point of view of evolution. Therefore, this difference has 
huge consequences in many areas of life that at first glance seem to have nothing 
to do with sexuality. All feminist assumptions, demands and principles collapse 
like a house of cards for this reason alone. This also applies to the principle of 
sex equality that is declared ‘holy’ today, which is utopian, impossible, a harmful 
goal. 


Russ Clark, a psychology professor, had been teaching a lesson. He 
was discussing the correct interpretation ofa recently published 
paper, about the attractiveness of peoplein bars. An empirical 
validation of beer goggles, the research showed people got hotter over 
the course of an evening. Years later, he and his colleague Elaine 
Hatfield documented what happened next. 

Professor Clark, they wrote, “dropped a bomb” into the conversation 
- making just the sort of antiquated statement unlikely to go down 
wellin a liberal university at the height of the sexual revolution. “‘A 
woman,’ he said, ‘good-looking or not, doesn’t have to worry about 
timingin search of a man. Arrive at any time. All she has to do is 
point an inviting finger at any man, whisper, “Comeon ’a my place,” 
and she’s made a conquest. Most women, ’he said, ‘can get any man 
to do anything they want. Men have it harder. They have to worry 
about strategy, timing, and tricks.” 

“Not surprisingly, the women in the class were incensed,” he and 
Professor Hatfield wrote, 20 years later. “One woman sent a pencil 
flying in Russ’s direction.” He was losing control rapidly. As a man of 
science, though, he had a riposte. “We don’t have to fight. We don’t 
have to upset one another. It’s an empirical question. Let’s designa 
field experiment to see who’s right!" 

And so his students went into the street, approached members of 
the opposite sex, and said, “I’ve noticed you around, I find you very 
attractive, would you go to bed with me?” Just as in Denmark 
decades later, andin every one of the many experiments since that 
has repeated Hatfield and Clark’s, the majority of men said yes - and 
100 per cent of women said no. 


It has been proven that the reproductive success of men is much more variable 
than that of women. This experimentally confirms the theoretical statements of 
evolutionary biology. It also fits exactly in terms of numbers with the selective 
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tendency of women. If there is only 1 father for every 4.5 mothers in the gene 
pool of mankind today, this means that if almost every woman reproduced in the 
past, about the same number of boys and girls were born, about 22 percent of the 
men reproduced. If there were failures among women due to infertility or death 
before birth, even less than 22 percent of men on average were able or allowed to 
reproduce. The numerical statements about women's preferences (“every woman 
wants the same maximum of 20 percent men”) thus fit well with the actual 
number of fathers who left genetic traces in our genetic make-up. 


«Strong gender differences in reproductive success variance, and the times to the 
most recent common ancestors 
... Our results support the view that we are descended from males who were 
successful in a highly competitive context, while females were facing a much 
smaller female-female competition. »*’ (Maroussia Favre, Didier Sornette, 
Cornell University 28.3.2012) 


«In humans, there is near-universal evidence of greater RS variance in men than 
women. Brown et al. (2009) found greater RS variance in men across 94.4% of 
human societies for which there was reliable data ... Brown and colleagues found 
some societies have extremely high sex differences in RS variance, especially 
among those that live a foraging lifestyle similar to our Pleistocene ancestors. »** 
(Psychologie Today) 


«Across human societies, there is a greater variation in the number of children 
men have compared to women. This is true everyhwere, researchers have found, 
from the openly polygamous hunter-gatherer societies of modern-day Africa to 
the strictly religious, strictly monogamous ones of 18th century Finland. ... 
Recent analysis has found that, around the start of agriculture, there was an 
astonishing genetic bottleneck. For every one man who reproduced, 17 women 
did. ... Ina polygamous society, women are never short of a man. They may have 
to share him, but if they are fertile they will always have a baby. A plain woman 
without status will still reproduce. A boring man with no money, however, will 
not. At the same time as the Stewarts of the world bed women younger than their 
daughters a rejected man’s genetic offering — an unbroken line of reproduction 
stretching back to the first life on earth — will abruptly stop.» (Tom Whipple, X 
and Why: The rules of attraction: why gender still matters) 


7 https://arxiv.org/abs/1203.6231 
8 https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/sexual-personalities/201212/much- 
ado-about-sex-differences-in-reproductive-success 
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Rolf Degen @DegenRolf - 27. Juni Vv 
Across the animal kingdom - and among humans - males show greater, and 
sometimes dramatically greater variation in reproductive success than females. 
books.google.de/books?7id=O6NTD... 
Thus we have experimental confirmation for all the basic statements of modern 
evolutionary biology. 


The resulting empathy gap is real and a central problem of a society. Feminism is 
the destructive force that amplifies such problems to the point of collapse. 
Today's radical feminism has driven us into a self-loathing that threatens to end in 
the downfall of the West and self-extinction of Caucasian peoples. 


Because of this innately skewed perception, biologically dominant and 
socially privileged women thought they were ‘disadvantaged’, men agreed, 
and helped feminists out of this innate helping instinct. From generation to 
generation, the imbalance thus increases until the collapse of civilisation. 


«Tangetialising Excess Males ... 

Males are meant to die off in largeish numbers in nature. They are evolved 
that way, and in mammals, there are various ways of ensuring males die off... 
Anyway, as Germaine Greer speculated in ‘Sex & Destiny: Politics of 
Human Fertility’, the end of the Ice-Ages, warm food-rich climates, meant a 
massive population explosion. Excess males became a real problem. Greer 
speculated that ways and means had to be invented to deal with the excess 
males, the Old ‘throw them out at puberty to Fuck Off and Die’ trick, 
didn't seem to work anymore... of ways for women-dominant communities 
trying to deal with excess males, male sacrifices, Games etc, the ‘winner’ got 
to be included in the communal social life and breeding pools etc... Anyway, 
my final point in that old uni paper, was that humans aren't over-populated 
with *people*, its *male* overpopulation.» (Rain, 15.9.2008, Women's 
Lives Matter & Women's Life Matters, a secret feminist forum, model for 
BLM) 


Since the first feminist wave, feminists (then suffragettes) have unilaterally 
demanded female choice in men, at that time “to improve the race” (for evidence 
see my book: “Censored: First Volume on the First Wave”). Germaine Greer and 
“Women's Life Matters”, model for the later group “Black Life Matters”, 
cynically argued that men were there to die off in large numbers, to be sent away 
after puberty: “fuck off and die” (a rogue who thinks of wars), or to be sacrificed 
because few men are enough to impregnate women. There would not be too many 
humans but too many men. Several such feminists then shone with demands for 
an androcide of men, to be reduced by 90%, reminiscent of National Socialism. 
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«The proportion of men must be reduced to and maintained at approximately 
10% of the human race.» (Sally Miller Gearhart) 


Such proto-fascist celebration of biological female dominance, which destroys all 
culture that also offers men a choice, albeit a lesser one, is the basis of feminist 
waves from the suffragettes to today. This includes praising those presumed 
nuisances during the transitional period between the Ice Age and the Warm 
Period, when the primeval distribution of sex roles*? gave women too great a 
preponderance, which is why there was only | father for every 17 mothers, and 
indignantly rejecting and fighting both the old cultural stage before that and the 
new civilisation that subsequently reduced the imbalance. So does feminist 
activist Meike Stoverock, who deserves no place in universities that do objective 
science. In her 2021 book “Female Choice”, thematically a plagiarism of the 
English version of the opening chapter of this book, “Female Choice and 
Feminism”, already published on the World Net in 2015, she calls for a return to 
one-sided female choice in men, who should not have an equal right, i.e. be 
subject to arbitrary discrimination, as was the case in the cataclysmic period 
11,000 years ago, when there were 17 mothers to one father and the other 16 men 
died out, as geneticists proved. This fits with Gearhart's plans, another well- 
known 2nd wave feminist, as well as with the plans of the suffragettes, who saw 
“breeding choice in men” as a natural birthright of women, and combined this 
with eugenic, racist aims, as I demonstrate in the book “Censored” on the basis of 
feminist sources of the time. It also fits in with the speculations of Germaine 
Greer and other feminists of our time. 


The main message of her book, which is now being presented by tendentious 
mass media just as my books have been concealed for decades, consists of this 
blatant injustice, a total sexual disenfranchisement of men, who tend to be 80% or 
even 95% excluded from procreation and sex, made incels or killed altogether. 
Such cynical politics is only possible because of the extreme empathy disorder 
towards male losers, the evolutionary basis of which I describe in this book. It is 
only because of this that feminism and such goals are possible, seriously pursued, 
supported or even cheered by our equally radically empathy-disordered media. 


Incidentally, this also corresponds to the experience of pick-up artists, the few 
feminism winners who find a great many women, whereas the vast majority of 
men continue to be degraded and oppressed. Such is the feminist society 
propagated by fascist cynics like Meike Stoverock. Allowing such cynical 
activist*esses to conquer universities and displace real scholarship was a 


» See ,,Settling The Score With Feminism”, chapter ,,The Birth of Civilisation” 
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pernicious cardinal error; they had neither objectivity nor character for academic 
degrees. 


86 


Failure to Empathise With Domestic Men 


The basic problem of societal maldevelopment is empathy failure towards native 


men. All feminist waves have exacerbated this, at the same time destroying the 
female capacity for love and the cultural foundations for empathy with men. 


In an experiment reported in an earlier book, a boy, a girl, a dog and a cat were 
shown in distress to test how quickly people passing by would help. The first to 
be helped was the girl. Very quickly someone stopped for her. After a while, 
someone helped the dog. Third, the cat was rescued. But nobody wanted to help 
the boy! The empathy failure is so huge that even pets receive much more 
empathy, compassion and sympathy than our own countrymen. 


All feminist waves were founded on such skewed perceptions. Even the ongoing 
displacement crusade that threatens to wipe out occidental peoples would be 
unthinkable without such blatant lack of empathy towards native men. Gloating, 
mockery and vicious personal attacks on all those who demand empathy are the 
only response, as has also been evident in my books for decades. 


«Homeless people are mainly white men, so why worry about them. The old 
parties remain inactive at the onset of winter, even though the high immigration 
exacerbates the situation for those affected. The operators of shelters in Berlin 
receive 15 euros per head and night if they provide a place to sleep for the 
homeless, but 50 euros if they do so for a refugee. Several cities in NRW refuse 
the offer of a company that is willing to provide, set up and furnish heatable 
sleeping containers free of charge. Too much effort. Saving men's lives requires 
too much effort. 

Such ruthless callousness would be unthinkable towards women. Frozen men are 
not an issue, but unwanted compliments and 'microaggressions' are, and these are 
the issues that dominate the agenda. And so it is that the female sex receives 
millions in funding, granted by authorities in which powerful and cruel women's 
equality commissioners sit, and who immediately object when men are to be 
promoted.» (uepsilonniks) 


Such blatant empathy gaps towards (indigenous) men have been observed by 
many and confirmed by numerous independent studies. 


«It is only when one travels between the sexes that this can be experienced, so 
one transsexual reports that it is no fun to be a man and in the feminate already 
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https://uepsilonniks.wordpress.com/der-empathy-gap-als-ursache-struktureller- 
benachteiligung-von-maennern/ 
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three times not; another about his experiences: “What I continue to notice is the 
clear reduction of friendliness shown to me in public spaces. It now feels like I 
am on my own.” (Point 3) Young and old men alike are far more often given the 
message: “You are not entitled!” The empathy gap, which is more or less borne 
by everyone, continues in the general social system, transcending from the 
individual into the structure, which then shows itself to be downright deadly cold, 
an exceedingly potent sexism against men. The structure shows itself coldly 
where it ruins the whole life of boys already in the ‘boy-hostile biotope school’; 
the structure shows itself where the smallest inconvenience for women is blown 
up into national scandals, hardship and misery for men are not an issue; the 
structure shows itself where the sex of thousands of murdered men is concealed, 
but murder of the higher-ranking people is punished more severely; the structure 
shows itself where even glances are considered assaults against women, but a 
rape culture against men is tolerated; the structure shows up where people burst 
out laughing about a brutally mutilated man; the structure shows up where one 
nameless man after another loses his life in a cheerful action spectacle, but the 
fun of the film would be thoroughly spoiled if this happened to women or 
children; the structure is shown where men in distress are dismissed as ‘self- 
inflicted’; the structure is shown where they are used to initiate the Holocaust and 
other massacres; This structure is based on the empathy gap towards boys, fathers 
and men. Even in the greatest need, one acts coldly and callously towards [them], 
and where one addresses this need, this address is dismissed as ‘victim 
ideology’.»*' (uepsilonniks) 


With decades of delay, the empathy gap that has existed from the beginning and 
has grown steadily due to feminist influences is finally being noticed. But such 
bloggers and articles do not penetrate to the causes: on the one hand, formative 
forces of evolution that were and are part of becoming human, on the other hand, 
the effects of all feminist waves. Each of these waves damaged love, compassion 
and empathy for men through hostility, disinformation based on false 
assumptions, and destruction of natural and cultural balancing mechanisms that 
relate both sexes in a natural and loving way. Complementarity of the sexes, 
division of labour and exchange are cross-cultural human universals, of equal 
rank to human language ability. Only such reference in a for-one-another™ 
teaches people to develop responsibility and compassion. These basic human 
universals were shattered, since feminism misinterpreted such ‘roles’ and 
‘structures’ as ‘power structures’, which is just as nonsensical as interpreting 
language as a power structure, such as the differentiation of different sounds 
(phonemes) as ‘oppression’, and although in fact women dominate for biological 
°!  https://uepsilonniks.wordpress.com/der-empathy-gap-als-ursache- 
struktureller-benachteiligung-von-maennern/ 

Mutual support through complementary — even oppositional — roles. [f.i. church] 
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reasons. But with this, the relation of both sexes and a balancing mechanism 
natural and necessary for the human species (unlike animals!) broke down. 


The result was not mature personalities, but disturbed narcissists, hedonists and 
egocentrics who have become isolated individuals, who are dissatisfied, weak- 
ened in their identity, which is why they constantly feel attacked: the typical 
‘snowflakes’ of today. Even feminists of the first wave were caricatured as 
screaming children around 1900, which still fits today for current feminists of 
completely different waves. These identity-confused, vulnerable oversensitive 
people (without any empathy for white heterosexual men) — which is taken to an 
even more extreme today by genderism — can hardly understand that feminist in- 
doctrination and the breaking of natural sex complementation is the reason for 
their suffering. Instead, they believe they are being persecuted by a mysterious, 
conspiracy-theorised ‘patriarchy’ and believe they can solve their problems by 
fighting against it and becoming even more radically feminist than before. 


In this way, one feminist wave followed another. Each of these waves was carried 
and fuelled by political hysteria, irrationality fed by navel-gazing and consterna- 
tion. They wallowed in victimhood, believing that a mean discrimination against 
women was the cause of their psychological distress. But in fact, in every femi- 
nist wave, it was exactly the opposite. Women are favoured for evolutionary, 
innate reasons and perceived as ‘helpless victims’ even though they are biologi- 
cally dominant. This is intentional and a perceptual bias that humans succumb to 
because their minds could otherwise override evolutionary selection mechanisms 
and reproductive models of evolution. Hence, skewed perception evolved with 
the enlargement of the human mind. Feminists fell for it, got the facts of human 
life exactly backwards. They never, in any wave, had a right to complain. During 
all waves, men's lot was harder, men were treated unfairly and discriminated 
against, not the other way around. 


Feminism has destroyed the (already weak) basis of empathy for most indigenous 
men. 


«The needs, problems and sufferings of men and boys are not simply overlooked. 
Rather, their articulation is covered with a taboo that is relentlessly defended 
within culture-shaping strata, often with fundamentalist zeal.»® (redpillberlin) 


The empathy failure towards autochthonous men and male losers is exacerbated 
by systematic feminist indoctrination already in schools. 


®  http://www.redpillberlin.de/2018/07/2 1/die-empathieluecke-und-die-krise- 
der-maennlichkeit/ 
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«Male hatred is now on the school curriculum in Bavarian schools. Sounds 
polemical and exaggerated? 

Reading for yourself makes you smart: 

<A short summary: “Is climate change a man?” consists of the assertion that men, 
unlike women, drive ‘fat cars’ and eat (presumably fat) steaks and therefore 
pollute the environment more than women do. Women also pollute the 
environment, but make up for it by being committed to the common good and are 
otherwise, unlike men, used to thinking for others.» 

The sciencefiles sum it up very nicely: 

<The primitive form of manipulation and conditioning of young people depicted 
here, who are so readily portrayed as being in need of special protection, by the 
same people, incidentally, who so readily exploit this supposed need for protecti- 
on, seems to have sprung from a plan to dumb down the people, part of an at- 
tempt to eliminate reason and rationality from the human genome and replace 
them with affect and emotion, because those who are guided by emotion are a 
pawn in the hands of those who know what stimulus to use to get a desired 
reaction. That the object of this conditioning is hatred of men is probably due to 
the fact that we live in an age in which paranoid man-haters have set out to 
reshape the world according to their delusions.» (NetReaper. 22.7.2013) 


In their error of interpreting the biologically dominant woman as ‘disadvantaged’ 
and ‘oppressed’ because evolutionary mechanisms particularly protect women by 
seeing them as ‘in need of help’ and ‘at risk’, all feminist waves stooped to 
fighting with hatred against the supposed ‘oppressors’ who were in fact massively 
disadvantaged and discriminated against. In the last 60,000 years, there has been 
only one father for every four to five mothers in our gene pool. Women, given 
free choice, only want the top 20 per cent of men at most. Selection and 
discrimination are the fate of men, not women. This also affects our perception 
and empathy, therefore all social spheres and society. 


So feminism was not only wrong, but assumed the opposite of the facts. Inci- 
dentally, women's high-pitched voices, just like their childlike faces, which 
are perceived as beautiful, are also an indication that women trigger the same 
protective mechanisms as infants and children. The high-pitched voices of 
children keep serious aggression of healthy adults away from them, as do 
their childlike faces. Incidentally, these also have an effect on animals, which 
recognise puppies and children of other species according to the childlike 
pattern and treat them with particular care and caution. Otherwise we would 
not be allowed to bring children and dogs together. Beautiful women have a 
face that conforms to the child pattern, just as their high-pitched voice does. 


%  https://netreaper.net/category/gleichberechtigung/page/2/ 
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Boys only get this protection until puberty; then their voices break. The high 
voice that previously required protection becomes a deep male voice. At the 
same time, they begin to compete like men and to undergo hardships. We can 
conclude that the voice pitch and appearance of women gives them similar 
preference and protection as children, on an unconscious level. Evolutionary 
biology also proves this as fact by other means. 


Feminists who did not understand evolution, in their rage over imagined 
disadvantage, caused a total loss, developing massive hatred of men and using 
it as a weapon. 


«It was partly because the most radical of the feminists wore masculine 
clothing and displayed public hatred for all men that they stood out, and thus 
publicized the movement. ... 

Canadians laughed when the 10% figure was first quoted — even in the 
Commons some members laughed out loud — but the women's groups had 
learned Hitler's technique. Through the media they hammered the figure 
home until it was finally accepted.»® (Fathersforlife) 


Contemporaries of all feminist waves repeat the same mistake: they intuitive- 
ly find the latest wave ridiculous, absurd, excessive, militant and harmful, 
convinced that laughing at it will stop the nonsense. At the same time, they 
endorse earlier feminist waves as ‘justified’ because they have become accus- 
tomed to them or have grown up with them. They don't realise that this game 
is repeated, all previous waves were and appeared in their time just as ridicu- 
lous, excessive, harmful and militant as today's, laughed at with just as much 
short-sightedness until they became accepted and established as the new 
‘normality’. Afterwards, the laughter of yore appeared as ‘embarrassment’. 


«— 9.1% of husbands had threatened to hit or to throw something at their 
mates in the previous year, and 15.9% of wives had done the same. 

— 11.9% of husbands and 13.1% of wives had pushed, grabbed or shoved 
their mates, 5% of husbands and 7.6% of wives had slapped, 5.4% of 
husbands and 7.6% of wives had hit or tried to hit, 6.4% of husbands and 
6.3% of women had kicked, bit or hit with a fist, 2.5% of men and 6.2% of 
women had physically beaten up a partner 

— 2.1% of men and 3.6% of women had threatened their partner with a knife 
or a gun. One half of one per-cent of men and 0.8% of women had actually 
used a weapon.» (fathersforlife op.cit.) 


«» (http://blog.fathersforlife.org/2008/02/10/the-hate-mongers/) 
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Feminists always just left out the higher female percentage altogether and 
acted as if such acts were unilaterally from men with women as victims, 
which is completely wrong. 


«For years professional hate-mongers have been whipping up women's anger, 
and warning them that men will be violent. They will, if they are pushed far 
enough. 

Hate bounces, and if I hate you the chances are that I will make you hate me. 


Many of the people who run hate campaigns know enough about human 
nature that they should understand what they are doing but they may be 
blinded by hatred, self interest and their own propaganda. ... 

University associate vice president Marilyn Marshall, who handled the 
complaint, explained that the cartoons — including one in which a smiling 
woman with a knife asks women whether their lives would be helped by the 
“total elimination of penises” just illustrate female fantasies, and they are “not 
the same as endorsing or promoting the fantasized action”. ... 

Sexual harassment is now a business, based on hate and propaganda. It 
provides hundreds of well-paid jobs for sexual harassment officers and staff 
at nearly every Canadian university and community college, millions of 
dollars worth of business a year for lawyers, and something for the media to 
report, but like many modern businesses it produces nothing of value to 
society. In fact it probably does serious harm. It may well produce more 
sexual harassment, or sexual harassment where there would otherwise be 
none.». (a.a.O.) 


«The hate business makes money for some, but it damages society as a whole. 
It damages the men who are victimized too, but neither the Canadian 
government nor the women's movement seem to care much about them. ... 
But hatred and rage are now major factors in our economy and our politics. 
They are good business for some, but they are a disaster for the economy as a 
whole. Hate mongers are hard to fight, partly because most of them are 
probably victims of their own propaganda, and they may actually believe that 
they are right.» (fathersforlife) 


Such issues have managed, over decades and generations, to make us completely 
forget that the origin and main problem of society was and is lack of empathy for 
indigenous men. Inability to love, compassion and sympathy for our boys and 
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(blog. fathersforlife.org a.a.O.) 
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men has become cardinal defect of this civilisation. All aberrations — feminist 
waves and subsequently political or religious ideologies in which people up- 
rooted from feminism seek a foothold — are related to this failure of empathy and 
the destruction of natural sex complementarity. Self-hatred and self-destruction 
through mass migration are also a consequence of this; in it, the old feminist 
hatred against ‘white heterosexual men’ that has become formative since the 
1960s and the second feminist wave proceeds. 


In addition to the empathy damage, which also manifests itself in misguided 
solidarity with unjustified groups that should not be here or are not real, but get 
all the empathy thrown at them that is denied to our own hard-working men who 
deserve it, another basic problem is political hysteria and irrationality, which 
came up with feminist waves, as the book “Settling the Score with Feminism” 
proves. 
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You can rely on the one-sidedness of the media - feminists are 
hailed, critical men are hushed up or ridiculed 


«Protest movements cannot change the inequality of the sexes, says evolutionary 
biologist Meike Stoverock. Only a return to the principle of female choice can. 
Carmen Boker 20 February 2021 

Has something gone wrong in the last 10,000 years? Yes, and on a grand scale, 
says evolutionary biologist Meike Stoverock. Because the civilisation we live in 
was created by men and excludes women, she says. The fact that gender relations 
are now changing could lead to women regaining their natural strength and, as 
Stoverock describes in her book “Female Choice”, regulating access to sex and 
reproduction themselves again. But what does this mean for men and their 
relationship with women?» (Zeit) 


This is the usual feminist twisting of all facts into the opposite. “Female choice” 


does not mean equality, but logically radical inequality, namely a massive female 
prerogative in the core area of life, reproduction. Men have never excluded 
women; conversely, however, feminists exclude precisely men from sexual 
choice. My books prove with studies that women's groups exclude men more 
than vice versa. It was a male duty to provide for wife and family: women had 
rights, men had duties. 


«The inequality of men and women: a cultural invention»®™ (ARD, on Stoverock's 
book) 


False. This feminist claim contradicts scientifically proven facts. Besides 
biological and evolutionary differences, there are also cultural ones; however, 
these are not human-made, certainly not invented by men, and have nothing to do 
with power, but are a human universal as old as the human species, as basic an 
ability and need as the ability to speak, is formed as early in childhood as the first 
recognition of sounds and the effortless expression of language. See my book 
“Culture And The Sexes” — ignored for decades to everyone's detriment, because 
the knowledge from my books is missing from the debate. 


«Meike Stoverock: “Female choice is above all a basic pattern. The vast majority 
of sexually reproducing animals, and to a limited extent even plants, follow this 


67 


https://www.zeit.de/zeit-magazin/leben/202 | -02/female-choice-frauen- 
ungleichheit-geschlechter-evolutionsbiologie-meike-stoverock 
https://www.daserste.de/information/wissen-kultur/ttt/sendung/sendung-vom- 
21022021-108.htm] 


68 


94 


principle of female choice. Females control the resource of sex and 
reproduction.”» (ARD, op. cit.) 


Meike Stoverock, like feminists since the first wave including the suffragettes, is 
a double-moral hypocrite who talks about equality but pursues radical 
disenfranchisement of men and radically one-sided sexual rights for women only. 
This is more than sexist; it is fascistoid. But as one-sided as perception often is, 
even in circles of self-proclaimed ‘men's rights activists’, this is presented in 
articles, disseminated, publicised and therefore read, determines debates, whereas 
my critique that exposes such oppression and shows how equality can be 
improved is completely hushed up. As soon as silencing no longer works, 
defamation begins, as with other overly critical men. 


«And I miss a little bit the neutral, non-judgemental view of biological facts. ... 
how patriarchal, I would even say contaminated, the whole of science has been 
for a very long time.”» (ARD, op. cit.) 


This is the height of impudence. Since 1968ers and feminists overran the media 
and universities as early as around 1970, it has been over with value-free, 
objective research. As early as 1970, Esther Vilar almost couldn't publish her 
book on “The Manipulated Man”; almost all German-language book publishers 
except one had already rejected when the last one accepted. But Esther Vilar saw 
herself as a feminist, just the rare exception without hatred of men. Nevertheless, 
she was beaten up in the ladies' room by four of Alice Schwarzer's supporters, 
threatened with death along with her child, which is why her family had to 
emigrate from Germany for the second time. Critical men were dumped even 
more violently. 


My book “Critique of Feminist Ideology” proves how unscientific, propagan- 
distic, subjective and manipulative all feminist subjects are, according to their 
own self-representation: I cite “foundational scientific theory works” of feminism 
that are widely recognised as ‘groundbreaking’, in which these anti-scientific, 
Maoist methods were explained in detail. Yet the media claim the exact opposite. 
The media, on the other hand, conceals criticism of such distortion. Media is one- 
sided towards men like ANTIFA or SA. 


Society and men have always favoured women, but in the male-born scientific 
tradition, objectivity was a high value that ended the very moment many women 
and feminists flocked to universities. 


«The future of mankind 
Evolutionary biologist: Many men will no longer find a sexual partner ... 
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That is the thesis of biologist Meike Stoverock. She has written a book about the 
evolutionary principle of “female choice”, according to which females control 
access to sex. What does this mean for the future relationship between men and 
women? 

By Monika Dittrich 22.02.2021»” (Deutschlandfunk) 


Meike Stoverock has been advocating the sexual disenfranchisement of men and 
turning a majority of men into incels — in feminist injustice since the first waves 
and since the suffragettes. At the same time, the media, driven by feminists, has 
been inciting against incels, victims of feminism, for years, portraying them as 
‘evil’ and ‘dangerous’, at the same time in the ‘right-wing corner’. First 
oppressing someone, making them a victim, and then declaring them a 
‘dangerous Nazi’ so that the victim can't even complain or speak out — that's how 
it works today. It's a cynical, set-up game, and the media are in on it. Let's read 
how the second feminist wave celebrates the sexual disenfranchisement of men: 


«Tangetialising Excess Males ... 

Males are meant to die off in largeish numbers in nature. They are evolved 
that way, and in mammals, there are various ways of ensuring males die off... 
Anyway, as Germaine Greer speculated in ‘Sex & Destiny: Politics of 
Human Fertility’, the end of the Ice-Ages, warm food-rich climates, meant a 
massive population explosion. Excess males became a real problem. Greer 
speculated that ways and means had to be invented to deal with the excess 
males, the Old ‘throw them out at puberty to Fuck Off and Die’ trick, 
didn't seem to work anymore... of ways for women-dominant communities 
trying to deal with excess males, male sacrifices, Games etc, the ‘winner’ got 
to be included in the communal social life and breeding pools etc... Anyway, 
my final point in that old uni paper, was that humans aren't over-populated 
with *people*, its *male* overpopulation.» (Rain, 15.9.2008,Women's Lives 
Matter & Women's Life Matters) 


My books have described for over 30 years a huge meanness towards repressed 
men who are cheated out of their lives, a giant cruelty of feminist society cynical- 
ly celebrated by feminists like Meike Stoverock. Feminist society goes one better 
and has suppressed my books about this injustice for 30 to 40 years just as 
radically, unjustly and cruelly as incel and male losers are radically, unjustly and 
cruelly suppressed. The oppression of my books mirrors the oppression of men, 
and the oppression of the writer Deichmohle in life as well. 


®° — https://www.deutschlandfunk.de/zukunft-der-menschheit-evolutionsbiologin- 


viele-maenner. 13 10.de.html 
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«Not all males get their turn, many remain without females and without sex. 
This is Female Choice, a law of evolution. 

“Sex is a limited resource for males, which females control. That males often 
and persistently try to make sexual contact with females, and females almost 
always reject these attempts, is not a fault of the system — it is the system.” 
Meike Stoverock spreads out the panorama of evolutionary biological connecti- 
ons with delight» (Deutschlandfunk, op. cit.) 


Meike Stoverock gleefully celebrates her fascist mental cruelty towards men, her 
extremist disenfranchisement and sexual discrimination of men, which the cynic 
still praises as ‘equality’ of the sexes, although it is its most radical opposite. By 
the way, she is wrong: As my books prove, there are indeed innate cultural forms 
that partially compensate for that feminist imbalance of the sexes, although 
women are always privileged. But it is precisely this culture that feminists of all 
waves, including Meike Stoverock, want to abolish, creating the most extreme 
imbalance and oppression in human history. Of all things, such a cynical 
programme is publicised by mass media, by ARD, Deutschlandfunk and Die Zeit. 
Male voices have been stifled for decades. But this cruel reality remains hidden 
from the citizens because they have been systematically lied to by media about 
these issues since at least 1968. 


«Today's world population has about twice as many female ancestors as male 
ancestors, so in pre-cultural times about 70% of women mated with 35% of 
men.”» (Deutschlandfunk, op. cit.) 


Meike Stoverock is probably understating the case. Genetic studies have even 
shown that 4 to 5 times as many mothers as fathers reproduce in the human gene 
pool. This blatant injustice has not moved feminists of all waves to finally put an 
end to “the oppression of men”, no, Meike Stoverock, like the suffragettes back 
then, explicitly demands a radical intensification of this injustice. Why is she not 
ignored as “contrary to the Basic Law” and observed by the Office for the 
Protection of the Constitution? Because in the feminist republic everything is 
always interpreted against native men with no solidarity bonus for supposed 
‘minority groups’. A right for women, no right for men. 


«Marriage prevents male sexual competition» (op. cit.) 


In fact, monogamy was invented to at least reduce the problem to a tolerable 
level, although “female choice” always discriminates against men. Is it not a 
grotesque double standard that suffragettes, who demanded political choice, 
whereupon they could send men to war to die a million deaths, wanted to take 
away the sexual right to choose, which was much more effective in life? Then the 
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feminist white feather movement pinned white feathers on unconscripted men to 
shame them into frontline service where many of them died — no one did that to 
women, of course. What men had had to become female, but only if women liked 
it. What women had had to become even more feminine, the untouchable sole 
female possession. That was and is feminist illogic of all waves, courted by our 
derailed media. 


«Very briefly summarised, Meike Stoverock explains it like this: With agricul- 
ture, people became ... about 10,000 years ago. They invented marriage to contain 
male sexual competition and to secure access to sex.» (op. cit.) 


With this, Meike Stoverock shoots an own goal in her feminist partisanship, her 
subjective, illogical sentimentality: In that time 11,000 years ago, when 
agriculture became possible at the end of the Ice Age because the climate was 
warmer, many more people were able to live from agriculture and animal 
husbandry on one area than before from hunting, a gigantic inequality of the 
sexes arose: My books quote a genetic study that at that time there were 17 
mothers for only | father! Let's compare this with the cynical text of “Women's 
Life Matters” (WLM), the archetype and prototype for BLM (“Black Life 
Matters”), which was founded on the same pattern. “Fuck off and die” was how 
the “incels” of the early days were chased away at puberty, at least in feminist 
terms. At that time, the incel got together, founded armies and states, ended “The 
Oppression of Men” by inventing civilisation and monogamy, which brought a 
more just society. Feminism is a fascist reversion to barbarism, to cynical 
oppression and disenfranchisement of men. 


«This oppression [...] is the foundation on which today's states, political systems 
and cultural circles stand.”» (a.a.O.) 


Wrong, deluded Meike. The “oppression of men” is “the foundation on which 
today's states, political systems and societies stand”, whose culture has been 
destroyed. My book proves that women have always been favoured and men 
more and more burdened and — not only sexually discriminated against. Golden 
tule: The opposite of every feminist statement is true or much closer to the truth 
than the statement itself. 


«The Incel Phenomenon» (a.a.O.) 


The phenomenon of incels is created by unjustly one-sided female choice, driven 
by all feminist waves, each more radical than the last. Meike Stoverock's rhetoric 
closes down the highest possible percentage of men from procreation. She is an 
oppressor, tampering with the most important right of life, because life is what 
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reproduces itself, and the greatest failure is not being allowed to do so. Meike 
Stoverock is inhumane with her rhetoric, one of many who propagate mental 
cruelty. 


«Men must be brave when reading this book — because the biologist assumes that 
many of them will no longer find a partner.» (a.a.O.) 


This is because feminism wants to abolish and eradicate human culture. What 
Meike Stoverock has failed to grasp, however, is the existence of human 
universals such as language and culture, both of which are structural systems of 
understanding based on binary differences. In the feminist delusion of seeing 
‘oppression’ in differences, and then of women, when in fact women are favoured 
but men are discriminated against, feminism has destroyed a necessary human 
universal — cultural structure — and wrought huge havoc with it. 


«Culture, not evolution, has so far made women available to men — and women 
are now breaking with that.”’» (loc. cit.) 


You could have known that 40 years ago, because I started debating and writing 
about it 40 years ago.” But a radically twisted and empathy disturbed society 
courted the destroyers of culture and civilization, made them big, yet 
systematically hushed up representatives of culture and civilization as well as 
victims of the aberration or mocked them, whichever seemed more convenient. 


«Meike Stoverock: “Female Choice. On the Beginning and End of Male Civilisa- 
tion”» (ibid) 


Feminism is the end of civilisation and culture, and of all the peoples afflicted by 
feminism. 


Since at least 1968, the following has been a regular occurrence: even a professor 
at well-known universities (see S. Goldberg, NYU, in the late 1960s) will have a 
book with feminist content barely published; they will try to fire the professor, 
cut off his funding, threaten him, silence him with methods of terror that emerged 
as early as 1968, in the wake of Mao's Cultural Revolution, whose Red Guards, 
often female, beat up dissenters. 


7 Siehe: ,,Kultur und Geschlecht. Feminismus: Grofer Irrtum — schwere Folgen” 
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Ronny Licht 
«“How many times a day B) eee 
do you actually advertise Antwort an @Jan_Deichmohle 


this rubbish? Nobody wie oft pro Tag machen Sie eigentlich Werbung fur 


buys it — and that's been qiecen Stuss? Es kauft niemand - und das seit den 
the case since the 80s. gon, 


And that has to do with 
your disturbingly insane 
effect as a person, as well 
as with the nasty layouts, 
the grotty titles and loony 
claptrap blurb texts.” 
(RonnyLight, 18.2.2021, 
defames spiteful unobjec- 
tively because he's too 
lazy to read and unable to 
understand or find 
counter-arguments) 


Objective discussion of SLE f i 5 


Und das hat mit Ihrer verstérend irren Wirkung als 
Person zu tun, wie auch mit den Ublen Layouts, den 
grottigen Titeln und den klapsigen Klappentexten. 


undesirable content was 


‘A 


omitted; instead, when 

concealment was no TH AT'S R | D 
longer possible, attempts (i ‘at 

were made to ridicule the 9:33 nachm. - 18. Feb. 2021 - Twitter Web App 

critical voice with 

personal low blows, the logical error “ad hominem”, and to deter people from 
informing themselves by reading the books. (Often even more spiteful than in the 
picture on the right. For further evidence, see my books. Only those who were 
harmless enough to be harmless got their books” published). Just for fun, 
imagine if Goethe's literary breakthrough “The Sorrows of Young Werther” had 
been judged by a vicious sadist like ‘Ronny Licht’. Even a brilliant manuscript 
does not need a perfect layout; the title and blurb are good precisely when they 
are original, not following the prejudice of their time. Any mature character who 
dares to contradict the mind terror of the intellectual ANTIFA is made out to be 
‘insane’ by the digital lynch mob. 


ICULOUS 


My books have been proving such censorship and suppression methods for over 
three decades, which is why they have been similarly massively suppressed. 


™ Current sources of supply are listed on www.quellwerk.com. 
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At the same time, for generations, radical feminist nonsense was widely discus- 
sed in the media, sensationalised, often openly acclaimed. This was repeated 
regularly, in every feminist wave, in every generation, forgotten by the next and 
repeated again. 


Today it affects my exposure of systematic discrimination against a majority of 
men, presented in several books, including “The Oppression of Men” with the 
main chapter “Female Choice and Feminism”, the English version of “Weibliche 
Wahl und Feminismus” (2015). In it, it is shown how the male sex is massively 
discriminated against in core issues of life. Those who want equality or equal 
rights would have to change that. But an innate empathy bias and perception 
distortion makes us wrongly perceive advantaged and biologically dominant 
women as ‘disadvantaged’ and ‘in need of help’, while men are perceived as 
‘dominant’ and ‘threatening’, and male losers as unworthy of compassion. The 
victims of the prejudice are blamed. 


Feminism of all waves also springs from this fundamental perceptual disorder. 
Already the first wave of feminism in the 19th century, including later 
suffragettes, wanted to reserve ‘sexual selection’, just discovered by Darwin, as a 
female birthright and prerogative, demanding ‘female choice’ to ‘better the race’, 
having close relations with eugenicists. Men should have no such right. Feminists 
of all waves practised and continue to practise militant double standards, as my 
books prove. However, these books have been and continue to be ironcladly 
hushed up, and when they can no longer be hushed up, ridiculed and derided. 
This strategy is not only practised by feminists of both sexes, but by mass media, 
publishers, the public, politics, all established parties, and even quite a few men's 
rights activists, who have ignored it as well, which has contributed decisively to 
keeping the topic, arguments and books unknown. 


Feminist propaganda that disenfranchises men, on the other hand, is given a big 
build-up. The injustice and fundamental error of feminist waves from the first to 
the present has been consistently disenfranchising men and destroying culture. As 
my books have shown, this was already true for the first wave.” It was also true 
for all subsequent waves, now most recently for the book “Female Choice”, 
which seems like a plagiarism of my “Female Choice and Feminism’. Published 
5 to 6 years after my original it represents exactly what was already practised by 
the suffragettes in the 19th century and shortly after 1900: Sexual 
disenfranchisement of men, one-sided female choice through “sexual selection”. 
That was a scandal then and is a scandal today. That they get away with it is the 
next scandal. Another scandal is that the media support, spread and publicise their 
unjust, extremist demands, but radically suppress male criticism of them, keep it 


Siehe: ,,Zensiert. Erster Band zur ersten Welle” 
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quiet, keep it unknown by not reporting it, and if there is a danger that it might be 
read, then discourage it from being read with vicious agitation. They make 
victims of their ideology invisible, thus unnecessarily prolonging their suffering 
until they have died and can no longer speak. 


The latter happened in early 2016, when my book was published by the then 
existing publishing house “Jewelen Verlag”. After massive, months-long shouting 
attacks in capital letters in the comments section of the publisher's pages, and 
vicious, completely unobjective reviews by CancelCulture warriors, they 
succeeded in scaring readers away from the book. Almost all the other books 
from that publisher ran like clockwork, became bestsellers. The publisher had 
expected something similar from my book. But due to a lack of support, also 
from men's rights activists, the book failed. 


The result is that my topic has now been discovered and taken over by radical 
feminists, presented and praised by media that are one-sided like ANTIFA or SA, 
whereas my books are completely unknown and, when I point them out to people, 
are often ridiculed: Those who are unknown and have no advocates are ridiculed 
as ‘crazy idiots’, ‘tinfoil hat wearers’, ‘conspiracy theorists’ and ‘weirdos’ who 
must also be quite stupid. This is again radically unfairly backwards: feminism is 
a baseless conspiracy theory of a ‘structural patriarchy’ that alone deserves the 
other terms of endearment common among feminists for dissenters. 


Due to lack of support, a distortion is now read by many, influences thinking, 
whereas honest enlightenment remains unknown. Those who help to silence my 
books are complicit. 


Like the suffragettes, feminist Meike Stoverock declares in her “Female Choice”, 
published on 20.2.2021, which already in its title seems like a twisted copy of my 
opening chapter “Female Choice and Feminism” published in English on the 
internet at AVfM in 2015, that the law of nature is that many men cannot find 
women. Feminism is the principle of inhumanity and injustice that still presumes 
to be ‘moral’ and to ‘better’ humanity. Meike Stoverock openly says that she 
wants to abolish and destroy human culture because it gives men more compen- 
sation and opportunity than female choice. This is feminist fascism, deliberate 
disenfranchisement of men, a monstrosity that has always been a basic demand of 
feminism from the First Wave to the present day. Such a thing is advertised, 
disseminated, criticism of it suppressed. 


Make this book, the original, known! 


102 


Feminist Illogic 


Sor as long as there have been feminist waves, there have been people who point 


out illogic and self-contradictions. But these are mostly details that are criticised 
in a reactive way. This fails with humans, in whom, unlike related primates, 
reactive ‘aggression’ is extremely weakly developed and therefore loses every 
argument. 


A fundamental feminist illogic (among others, it is not the only one) is to call 
anything that prevents women from being like men ‘disadvantage’, ‘discriminati- 
on’ or ‘oppression’. Moreover, this is also nonsensical because there are 
inherently two sexes that differ, which brings considerable advantages to the 
species, but also to both sexes. Without such advantages, there would be no sex 
differences. Moreover, these are mostly to the advantage of the woman and have 
come about through female choice, namely sexual selection on the man. For this 
reason alone, feminism of all waves is hogwash, because sex differences do not 
stem from a conspiracy-theorist imputed ‘structural patriarchy’, but from the 
biological dominance of women who choose few men, but discriminate against 
many to their detriment. Sex differences were bred by female choice. The whole 
of feminism has been backwards mounted from the beginning, a 
misunderstanding of human nature. 


But reasonable people could not get away with such arguments; by now everyone 
has been brought up feminist, even without realising it, without being aware of it. 
Many will inwardly object, “Not me.” They are nevertheless, at such a deep level 
below consciousness that they themselves do not notice. What remains is to point 
out contradictions, which is already a weak argument, but better than none at all, 
and at least stronger than the usual egg dance. 


From the first feminist wave at the end of the 19th century and the suffragettes to 
Meike Stoverock with her “Female Choice”, published in 2021 and strongly 
supported by mass media, thematically plagiarising and twisting this 2015/16 
belated book, feminists argued that it was unfair if in nature or culture, usually 
both at the same time, men had certain tasks and characteristics, received 
recognition for them. They forgot that women receive recognition from birth just 
because they are young and female, celebrated like a wonder of the world for 
developing female charms even if they do not achieve anything, whereas men 
have to work hard for recognition, whereby female choice ensures that only 20% 
of men at most are successful in this, whereas at least 80% can slave, toil and 
struggle as they wish, but are not rewarded for it, but punished with 
discriminatory exclusion from procreation. If everyone works harder, only the 
demands of women increase; the 80% rule continues to apply. This is the basis of 
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real structural discrimination against men that is demonstrable and measurable, as 
opposed to false feminist insinuation based on gut feeling and skewed perception 
that carries a conspiracy theory. 


Feminists demanded everything that was masculine, men had laboriously earned. 
That men did this in order to be recognised by women and society, they did not 
understand or did not want to understand out of hatred of men or feminist bias. 
The glorified ‘equality’ actually meant that men fell away because feminists had 
taken from them what women demand of them. So women were not only 
masculinised by masculine, often stressful professions, but they lost respect for 
men who no longer had anything specifically masculine to offer, which feminists 
had banned, persecuted and eradicated with state power and discriminatory 
quotas as the supreme devilish alleged ‘disadvantage’. 


When men said it was natural and necessary, desired by women, they were 
factually right, but that did not count in the feminist society or in the face of a 
biased, skewed perception that my books explain. Men were then berated for 
arguing ‘biologistic’, which became one of the worst scolds. While nature had to 
be eliminated if it gave anything to men, the same feminists, both the suffragettes 
and the first wave, and all the later ones up to Meike Stoverock with her tract, 
conversely declared female choice through sexual selection to be a natural iron 
law that men had to recognise. 


«Evolutionary biologist: Many men will no longer find a sexual partner ... 

She has written a book about the evolutionary principle of “female choice’, 
according to which females control access to sex. ... 

Not all males get their turn, many remain without females and without sex. 
This is female choice, a law of evolution. ... 

Meike Stoverock spreads out the panorama of evolutionary-biological 
connections with delight... 

“They are the ‘rest’, the non-premium males, who ... remains and has no chance 
of reproducing.”»” (Deutschlandfunk) 


As usual, feminists did not notice that they were practising the most radical 
biologism according to their own definition. If this choice were in male hands, 
they would have pursued 150 years of furious assault to completely eradicate it 
down to the slightest subliminal psychic remnants. But because it seems 
advantageous for feminist dreams of power, they argue exactly the opposite, 
namely with extreme biologism. 


3 https://www.deutschlandfunk.de/zukunft-der-menschheit-evolutionsbiologin- 


viele-maenner. 13 10.de.html 
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It is a question of logic that either human nature is to be protected, in which case 
every feminist wave and every damage to that nature for centuries must be 
completely abolished and nature restored to its full rights. Or, if nature is not 
sacrosanct but can be improved upon in the belief of contemporary utopians, 
then, for logical reasons, not only must all differences and strengths of men be 
eliminated, but so must all means of dominance by women. In the latter case, 
feminists would be the most evil oppressors of all time, because they have 
deliberately built up a totally one-sided dominance of women over men. In the 
former case, feminists would also be the most evil oppressors and culture 
destroyers of all time, destroying natural livelihoods and balance in a selfish 
delusion that was unjustified from the start, namely based on error. 


From the suffragettes to Meike Stoverock, feminism is radical, militant biolo- 
gism, more precisely: a one-sided biologism for women, whereas the exact 
opposite applies against men, namely a dogmatic anti-biologism. 


«women find their way back to their natural strength and, as Stoverock describes 
it in her book “Female Choice”, regulate access to sex and reproduction 
themselves again. But what does this mean for men and their relationship with 
women?» ™ (Zeit) 


This means sexual slavery for men, complete sexual dependence on arbitrary 
female domination, discrimination against 80% of men and poisoned relation- 
ships. Meike Stoverock's only concern is to keep the victims of her discrimina- 
tion quiet so that they do not revolt and endanger her feminist slaveholding 
society. Giving them equal rights as women is fundamentally out of the question 
for feminists of all waves. 


It also means that feminists, including the author of that tract, are double-moral 
hypocrites, incapable of elementary logic from extreme feminist partisanship and 
emotive navel-gazing. For either nature is to be changed in men and women 
alike, because natural behaviour is ‘oppression’ from a feminist point of view, in 
which case female dominance and one-sided female choice power must be 
fought, banned and abolished just as systematically as it has been done with 
alleged ‘male power’. This is exactly what feminists of both sexes do not want, 
but to take everything from men and give everything to women, i.e. a totally one- 
sided sex dictatorship, which has never existed the other way round. 


Or human nature as developed by biology or the forces of evolution is to be 
affirmed. In this case, however, not only is female choice through sexual 


™ ~ https://www.zeit.de/zeit-magazin/leben/202 1 -02/female-choice-frauen- 
ungleichheit-geschlechter-evolutionsbiologie-meike-stoverock 
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selection a natural force that exists in the animal kingdom, which means it should 
also exist in humans, but so is male force, which is also used in the animal 
kingdom to force sex and fertilisation, as anyone can see for themselves at a duck 
pond in spring. As brutal as it may sound, if feminists forbid rape as an evil 
crime, as, by the way, cultures of all times have done, which also strongly 
favoured women with it, then the female means of power, which logically 
opposes the male one of using power, must not be evaluated differently: Both are 
forms of sexual dominance, are mirror-image attempts to impose one's choice on 
the other sex, and are equally common in the animal kingdom, thus ‘natural’ 
according to Meike Stoverock's ‘logic’ — albeit in a bad sense. A feminism that 
praises the means of dominance of one sex as salvation, but denounces that of the 
other sex as a serious crime, is illogical. Again, biologism for women, anti- 
biologism against men. 


Feminists document the failure of emotional women in logic and reality. They 
have not only destroyed our culture and severely damaged our nature, but they 
themselves do not know what they actually want: They have to decide. Whether 
they choose biological nature or not, in each case the work of feminism has been 
destructive and unjust, making the biologically dominant and preferred side of 
women even more preferred, the discriminated side even more discriminated 
against. 


Get the complete edition ‘Deichmohle’ in 35 books. Genuine feminism criticism 
only exists in books by Deichmohle. Others don't want to or can't get it, they 
bicker around, don't want to admit to such fundamental injustices. The enormous 
empathy failure towards male losers also rubs off on my books, which describe 
the empathy failure and its causes. The so-called men's movement is also failing 
as long as they ignore my books and their arguments. 


@ZDF: «In addition to the #GenderGap, our society has the #OrgasmGap: In 
heterosexual relationships, women only reach orgasm during sexual intercourse 
65% of the time.» (Second German Television) 


Incel and male losers do not come to intercourse at all. 

«Impotence only exists in men. As long as the figures for women are not exactly 
the same, there is an #impotencegap that the state must fight according to 
feminist logic.» 
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ZDF @ @ZDF - 15 Std. 

& Neben dem #GenderPayGap hat unsere Gesellschaft den #OrgasmGap: In 
heterosexuellen Beziehungen kommen Frauen nur in 65% aller Falle beim 
Geschlechtsverkehr zum Orgasmus, Manner in 95%. @aminatabelli schaut, 
warum und wie man das andert. 


#FollowMeReports 


Orgasmus: Ich will beim Sex endlich kommen 

Wusstest du, dass 95% aller Manner, aber nur 65% aller Frauen in 
heterosexuellen Beziehungen beim Sex zum Orgasmus kommen? ... 
& zdf.de 


© 653 TQ 304 QO 104 it, 


Jan Deichmohle @Jan_Deichmohle - 3 Min. see 
( : 1.) Impotenz gibt es nur bei Mannern, nie bei Frauen. Solange die Zahlen 
nicht exakt gleich sind, gibt es einen #Potenzgap, den der Staat nach 


feministischer Unlogik bekampfen muB. 
Siehe Buch: 


Die Unterdrtickung der Manner 

Der Publizist und Autor Jan Deichmohle legt nach 
zwei Btichern, die sich um die Thematik des ... 

& lulu.com 


O01 a) Oo & il 


Jan Deichmohle @/an_Deichmohle - 10 Min. 
( : Antwort an @Jan_Deichmohle @ZDF und @AminataBelli 

2.) Grundfunktion des Lebens ist Fortpflanzung. Auf 4-5 Miitter kommt nur 1 

Vater. 80% Manner wurden von Frauen diskriminiert, vom Fortleben 

ausgeschlossen. #Fortpflanzungslticke #ProcreationGap Feminismus hat 

gr6Bte Diskriminierung vergréBert! 

Siehe Buch: 
«The basic function of life is procreation. For every 4 to 5 mothers, there is only 
1 father. 80% men were discriminated against by women, excluded from procre- 
ation. #ProcreationGap 


Feminism has magnified the greatest discrimination! See this book:» 
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As a result, mass media support one unjust feminist campaign after another, while 
completely ignoring or denigrating criticism of it and legitimate male demands 
when ignoring failed. 


@ZDF: «In addition to the #GenderPayGap, our society has the #OrgasmGap.... 
@aminatabelli looks at why and how to change it. #FollowMeReports» (Second 
German Television) 


What a decadent luxury lament that distracts from one's own failure: “Orgasm: I 
want to finally come during sex!” Millions of incel men must feel ridiculed, 
because these are sexuéll discriminated against by women and wish to finally 
come to sex with women. In the case of incel men, it is really female rejection, 
sexuéll discrimination by women that is to blame. For any orgiastic inability, 
women are at least equally or more responsible themselves. Feminism: Always 
only unjust demands, but just ones are always excluded. Even the suffragettes 
took away men's sexual suffrage in order to send men to war and death by 
political vote and white-feather shaming campaign, while they whined about their 
supposed ‘oppression’ comfortably and safely at home with coffee and cake on 
china service paid for by the man. Always female favouritism is magnified, as is 
discrimination and disenfranchisement of men. The media always played along, 
taking feminist nonsense seriously, declaring men's legitimate demands ridicu- 
lous. 


If my books had been published decades or years ago, if they had been presented 
in the mass media and if they had been read and debated by ‘men's rights 
activists’, feminist campaigns of lies and distortions would have collapsed and 
become impossible. But the truth is concealed or ridiculed in feminist society, lies 
and distortions are drummed into the masses. 
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Double Standards: The Distorted Perception and its Consequences 


J just read in an article that in Sydney, Australia, there is a shortage of men in 
some quarters of the metropolis of millions. 


«Single women in Sydney looking for love or a date may find some suburbs 
short of men data says 

Nigel Gladstone October 12, 2015 

EVER wondered why it's so hard to find a date in some areas of Sydney? 
Analysis of recent ABS data reveal the suburbs that are officially plagued by 
man-drought. 

A MAN drought is affecting Local Government Areas across Sydney from the 
north shore to the west, according to analysis of gender statistics across NSW. 
The north shore suburb of Ku-ring-gai tops the list with 1775 more women 
than men aged between 20 to 44, closely followed by the inner city suburb of 
Leichardt where the same figure sits at 1620, setting a challenge for young 
heterosexual women. ... 

Sarah Swain, who writes weekly column Single In Sydney for The Daily 
Telegraph online, said given the statistical gender bias she empathised with 
single women in the area.»” 


Considering the population of Sydney (4.293 million, 2012), the “male 
shortage” of at most 1775 fewer men in one neighbourhood is negligible. 
What does the press make of this? 


You guessed right: Women are pitied because they find it difficult to get men. 
How big is the shortage of men in Sydney that is deplored in an article by a major 


newspaper with outreach? 


ttps://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/population/regional-population-age-and-sex/latest-releasé 


Capital ci Median age (years) Sex ratio 
p ity 


Sydney 37.1 98.9 


There is currently a ratio of 98.9 men to 100 women in Sydney. We have to bear 
in mind that in contemporary feminist society men have a shorter life expectancy, 
which depresses the numerical ratio, but should have little or no effect at mating 
age. 
®  https://www.dailytelegraph.com.au/newslocal/north-shore/single-women- 
in-sydney-looking-for-love-or-a-date-may-find-some-suburbs-short-of- 
men-data-says/news-story/b94960eb0ebe9 1171b89d91c602c3063 


www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/population/regional-population-age-and-sex/latest-relea AM vw 
SA2 SA4 Sex ratio 
Wacol Ipswich (QId) 279.6 
East Pilbara Western Australia - Outback (North) 267.7 
Chidlow Perth - North East 245.5 
Duntroon Australian Capital Territory 222.9 
Howard Springs Darwin 185.4 


There are places and neighbourhoods in Australia where we have ratios ranging 
from 279.6 men per 100 women to 185.4 men per 100 women. There, men face a 
shortage of women that is between 163 times and 77.6 times greater than the 
shortage of men in Sydney. Even if we look at the gender ratio of entire states 
instead, we still find a value five times as high. 


«The sex ratio (the number of males per hundred females) ... of the states and 
territories ranged from a low of 98.0 in Victoria to 110.7 in the Northern 
Territory.»”®° 


Isn't it strange that there hasn't been an article about the lack of women in those 
places, which obviously makes it much harder for men to find girls than it is for 
women to find men in Sydney? 


So far, so crooked. Of course, there are no regrets for men elsewhere who might 
find it much harder to find women because of fivefold outnumbering. 


But Ms/Mrs Swain has also completely overlooked a not-so-insignificant detail, 
namely the biological inequality of the sexes in the choice of partners. Sexual 
selection is a powerful and consequential fact, and it lies biologically with 
women. It is men who must strive to attain sufficient rank. In the last 60,000 
years, four to five times as many women have been able to reproduce as men! 
That is a stark difference. Almost all women could reproduce if they wanted to 
and were fertile, but on average at most 20 to 25 per cent of men. (If not all 
women reproduced, the ratio was even less favourable for men). 


So if anyone deserves sympathy, it is in advance the astronomical majority of 
discriminated men who, according to genetic facts, have been hit in the last 
60,000 years. Why does this broad majority receive no sympathy at all, not even 
a mention, but a tiny number of women, who are also not observed fact, but only 
inferred — or rather: felt — from a tiny population difference? 


7° http://www.abs. gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Products/3235.0~2012~Main+Fea- 
tures~Main+F eatures?OpenDocument 
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When men cannot reproduce, they are laughed at, blamed, ridiculed, followed up 
with personal attacks, as happened with many of my books as well as in life. 
Their reports are ignored by the media, the public and politics. But when the 
boomerang thrown by women continues to fly and, to their surprise, also hits 
women, then the state, the media and the public are alerted, there are aid 
programmes. This is the extreme opposite of how women are supported but men 
are hindered. 


«Denmark, however, has fallen ill to a festering infection known as “feminism.” 
It is the same illness that has taken hold of the rest of Scandanavia, Western 
Europe and the UK. Because of this gender [newspeak for sex] infirmity, 
Denmark's birth rate, and, its population growth, has been plummeting (as is true 
with most of Western Europe). 

Feminism has given women in Denmark an immunity from civility, and, license 
to openly hate and ridicule men. For example, it is not uncommon for girls to be 
sitting on a bus, in a group, and have them openly point to a man and discuss how 
unattractive he is. The Danish legal system is set up so that once a woman has 
“been impregnated” by a man, the man is completely disposable in divorce, and, 
the man’s role as a sperm donor is further degraded by requiring him to pay for 
the child for the rest of his life so that the impregnated woman may enjoy her 
fulfillment as a modern feminist. 

Denmark still imposes all of the obligations of men that have survived medieval 
chivalry, yet, virtually sees men as nothing but completely disposable sperm 
donors (who are occasionally allowed to work in the Danish socialist job market). 
The result is that only about 20% of Danish men are actively in the dating pool. 
Danish women are constantly complaining about not having enough men to 
satisfy their desires for sexual and social intercourse. Yet, Danish women will 
viciously guard their feminism, hatred of men, life plans to treat men as 
disposable, and the concept that men are irrelevant except to give the woman 
sperm, and, the child some semblance of legitimacy. 

One with intellect, sensitivity, education (instead of the indoctrination that 
feminism requires) and human dignity might think that the solution to this 
problem would be to encourage women to learn something about human 
compassion, respect, human value beyond sex, and, the beauty of binding 
interpersonal relationships. ... 

Here is the Danish government's solution. This is just one advertisement of an 
intense propaganda campaign Danish feminist institutions undertook to try to beg 
men to inseminate Danish women (for “Mom” and for “The State”). ... 

Note how the advertisement relegates the man to a mere decoration and accessory 
and sperm donor. 
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Note how the key solution, in the minds of the feminist State, is for women to 
seduce (and rape (she employs force at the end of the video which would be a 
serioius crime if a man did it)) the man... 

“Do it for Denmark!”»” (John Davis, gonevis, 2021) 


https://johndavis.gonevis.com/denmark-begs-men-to-have-sex-with-its-feminists/ 

Feminism has given women in Denmark an immunity from civility, and, license to openly hate and ridicule men. For example, it is not 
uncommon for girls to be sitting on a bus, in a group, and have them openly point to a man and discuss how unattractive he is. The Danish 
legal system is set up so that once a woman has “been impregnated” by a man, the man is completely disposable in divorce, and, the man’s 
role as a sperm donor is further degraded by requiring him to pay for the child for the rest of his life so that the impregnated woman may 
enjoy her fulfillment as a modern feminist. 


Denmark still imposes all of the obligations of men that have survived medieval chivalry, yet, virtually sees men as nothing but completely 
disposable sperm donors (who are occasionally allowed to work in the Danish socialist job market) 


[Denmark's feminist culture, laws and government view and treat men as nothing but disposable sperm donors.] 


The result is that only about 20% of Danish men are actively in the dating pool. Danish women are constantly complaining about not having 
enough men to satisfy their desires for sexual and social intercourse. Yet, Danish women will viciously guard their feminism, hatred of men, life 
plans to treat men as disposable, and the concept that men are irrelevant except to give the woman sperm, and, the child some semblance of 
legitimacy. 


No one cares about the many men — 80% according to the article and feminist 
data — who in the past and increasingly today could not reproduce; no one shows 
compassion, helps, makes publicity appeals or is in solidarity: they are still 
ridiculed, their voices and books ignored. The stark contrast between completely 
ignoring male needs, which are violated en masse mainly because of knock-on 
effects of feminism and one-sided female sexual selection, and the whining of 
feminists when they themselves are even slightly affected by what they do to men 
as a mass phenomenon is revealing. It is equally revealing that the media remain 
contemptuously silent when men talk about their discrimination, while massive 
media and state propaganda is spread as soon as feminists experience the effects 
of their own policies and feel for themselves what they have done to men on a 
much larger scale over generations. 


” ~ https://johndavis.gonevis.com/denmark-begs-men-to-have-sex-with-its- 


feminists/ 
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Such things are perceived as harmless and amusing as long as they concern men. 
In matters of sex, there is no empathy for male losers. Rather, contemporaries 
perceive it as bad that the large number of male homeless is overlooked, that they 
are even blamed for not working and earning. This is a particularly nasty 
accusation in the USA, where many people end up on the streets during economic 
crises. It is not the fault of the little guy if there is a “Great Depression” like in 
the late 1920s when an army of millions of unemployed and hobos characterised 
the US after Black Friday burst a big bubble. Crisis and systemic increases in 
unemployment also exist today. 


It is predominantly men who are affected. Many more men lose their jobs. (see 
my book: “The Gendering of the World”) Women are much more likely to be 
helped, more likely to be picked up by families. Therefore, homeless women are 
seen much less often than men, but receive much more attention and compassion. 
This can already be observed in begging, where women are again overrepresen- 
ted compared to male homeless people, because the willingness to help women is 
much greater. 


«On the road 

Sometimes everything happens very quickly, and a life can be over from one 
moment to the next. Bereaved relatives are left behind. Christiane Horbiger is 
convincing in the role of a stranded woman.» ” (Stern, 12.10.2015) 


The film, as has become common in media, treats a woman as a victim, although 
the typical victim is male. Many suffering men are invisible. A suffering woman 
is very visible — even if her suffering is invented, a created reality. (“scripted rea- 


lity’’) 
Again: much pity for women, disdain for men. 


These are not isolated cases, but can be observed in all areas of society. We can 
thus verify the correctness of the evolutionary-psychological statement in our 
daily lives. Feminism has only added the ideological crown to the already 
existing skewed view. Feminism has portrayed the privileged as “victims” and 
additionally disenfranchised, defamed, insulted and waged a one-sided war 
against the biologically disadvantaged. 


What do we learn from this? 


8 http://www.stern.de/kultur/tv/auf-der-strasse--christiane-hoerbiger-glaenzt-im- 


ard-drama-ungeschminkt-6495892.html 
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There is easier sympathy for women, even for infinitesimal or even wholly 
imaginary problems like the tiny difference in a statistic in parts of Sydney. 


There is no sympathy for men, whether the problems are of the same magnitude 
or much greater. In “Culture and The Sexes” and other books in the series “The 
Two Sexes”, reference had been made to an innate distortion of perception in 
humans, the evolutionary purpose of which was to protect and favour children, 
mothers and fertile women, thus promoting the future of the tribe. Because girls 
usually become mothers and grandmothers also have a function, this is a biologi- 
cal reason to react especially to children's and women's complaints and cries for 
help, to give them help quickly and without being asked. We do not question 
whether female requests are justified, but indignantly reject justified male 
requests. 


Feminism has exploited this; first by falsely constructing a “women's disadvan- 
tage” — disproved by scientific facts — that can only be explained by a distortion 
of perception that we are unconscious of — and additionally by conscious 
ideological distortion, then by exploiting the help reflexes of the whole society, of 
men as well as women, for their ideology. 


But why is there no sympathy for suffering men? This, too, has a biological 
reason, which we must become just as aware of as innate preference for women, 
because only awareness can render such prejudice and distorted perception 
ineffective. This is difficult for us because evolution has built in a repressive 
mechanism that hinders this very awareness, so that we cannot so easily switch 
off the preference. However, as humans continue to free themselves spiritually 
from instincts, it should be possible. 


The reason for perceiving men more disadvantageously and negatively the lower 
their rank and reputation appears is biologically as follows: men of low rank or 
reputation are not supposed to reproduce or to reproduce little because the male 
sex is used as a filter for genes so that it carries “the burden of evolution of pos- 
sibly being sorted out”. If a man were perceived with sympathy, he could com- 
plain about his lot, arouse helpfulness and thus escape exclusion from reproducti- 
on. The sense of hierarchy and selection would be nullified if we perceived him 
even fairly and sympathised with him! This is the biological background for 
callousness against low-ranking males. 

Now, by antagonising men, feminists pushed them down to a despised level, 
treating them unfairly like lower-ranking men, crippling female compassion. Part 
of the iciness with which feminists treat men is based on this mechanism. 
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It is not “equality” of the sexes that is the result of feminist waves, but an in- 
crease in unequal perceptions and treatment that disadvantages men, which in 
natural circumstances cannot be completely offset by masculine qualities and 
strengths, but can be greatly diminished. Feminism has created imbalance instead 
of “equality”, for biological reasons, because they have misunderstood the facts 
of life from the beginning. 


However, it is not only women who perceive and consequently treat men of low 
rank or standing badly. This also applies to other men. After all, those of lower 
rank are not supposed to take away from those in authority the access and 
sympathy that is not intended for them. Thus men stand against each other instead 
of together if they are not aware of these rank conflicts. 


Such distortion of perception also applies to the mudslinging of feminists, of 
which their campaign on prostitution is one. 


«Johanna Weber 

Political Spokesperson of the Professional Association for Erotic and Sexual 
Services 

Social affairs minister wants to save prostitutes with punishment for punters 
Published: 12/10/2015 10:22 CEST Updated: 12/10/2015 10:37 CEST» 


The following excerpt of the article is fortunately critical and points out the 
difference between subjective emotion and objectivity. This mixture of reason 
and courage has become rare. 


«But that is not what the Minister means, because she approaches the issue 
morally and emotionally and not factually, as a good politician should. It makes 
her angry and affects her personally that there are people who are in favour of 
liberalising prostitution. What these people mean by this is not said, of course.»” 
(Huffington Post, 12.5.2015) 


The fact is that criminalisations like Prohibition, with which the first feminist 
wave wanted to make humanity happy, failed. Instead of a world free of alcohol 
addiction, alcohol abuse increased, the Chicago mafia strengthened and took over 
the now illegal business, resulting in shootings (violence) and deaths from 
bootlegged, noxious booze. This pet project since the days of the protofeminist 
temperance movement was a disaster that fortunately ended quickly. 


So those who want to prevent excesses have good arguments for legality. 


” ~ http://www.huffingtonpost.de/johanna-weber/sozialministerin-prostituierte-frei- 


erbestrafung_b_ 8276132.html 
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«Social Affairs Minister Altpeter from the SPD... 

.. who does not toe the party line on prostitution and comes up with her own 
creative ideas. She very much regrets that Germany is not yet ready to introduce 
the so-called Swedish model (punishment for punters). This is a very clever 
formulation, because it allows her to hide her deviation and the fact that she is 
almost completely lost at the Lander level behind the deficits of the others. After 
all, these others are not yet ready.»*’ (Huffington Post, 12.5.2015) 


Rarely do articles point out deficits in feminist positions and their initially lost 
radicalism. All respect! If there was always careful reporting, there would be 
fewer ideological excesses. 


«However, for the know-it-all Ms/Mrs Altpeter, it is time to put an end to the 
glorification and trivialisation. I wonder where glorification actually takes 
place? I can't find any statements anywhere that portray prostitutes as a dream 
job.» (ibid) 


Feminist campaigns are based on untruth. Fortunately, for once, this is presented 
before the campaign has overtaken us all and the damage can no longer be 
averted. 


«lf their clients do not correspond to this image, then they virtually do not 
exist.» (a.a.0.) 


A typical feminist ideological perception disorder is pointed out here. Well 
observed. Apart from the innately skewed perception of women and men, there is 
also ideological perception that blocks out all facts that do not fit into one's own 
worldview in order to make a universal rule out of possibly rare cases. 


This is where chapters would usually end. But since feminist campaigns have 
been tirelessly hammering propaganda into our brains worldwide for decades, 
let's tackle a few more basic questions to expose the hoax a little deeper. 


According to feminist myth, men have power over women and are to blame for 
everything. Both men and women have swallowed this ideology. Not only an "old 
cavalier instinct" plays a role, but again the innate distortion of perception 
already illustrated by the two articles discussed at the beginning, which can only 
be overcome by raising awareness. 


© http://www.huffingtonpost.de/johanna-weber/sozialministerin-prostituierte-frei- 


erbestrafung b_ 8276132.html 
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Biologically, the female sex is dominant, not the male sex. The female sex 
exercises sexual selection, unless culture mitigates this dominance and sex 
imbalance in favour of women. But at all times, women have been privileged in 
all cultures. 


It is women who exclude many men from sexuality and procreation, not the other 
way around. Women are certainly at the centre of procreation and family; men 
have to work for access and space. These are biological facts. When talking about 
power and abuse of power, we need to clarify where that power actually lies 
biologically. (And this is not the man, be he also strong, clever and hard-working 
in traditional division of labour). Facts count here, not an innately skewed (and 
additionally subjective, emotional) perception. 


So if a man now needs a prostitute, it is mainly because of hurdles that female 
choice power erects against men. At the height of the sexual revolution, at the 
centre of the then ‘Summer of Love’, it was observed how local women who 
would have liked to earn money in prostitution could not compete with the love 
that was more easily attainable even without filthy lucre. (See: Mileahed, “Life 
As A Journey’’) 


When love is readily available without money, the market dwindles for lack of 
need. Where, on the other hand, an even hysterically exaggerated unculture of 
male bashing and rejection, male criminalisation, of any unwanted approach as 
“harassment” or even “rape” poisons and weighs down relations between the 
sexes, there is a need for prostitution. (According to the definition of some femi- 
nists, criticism of feminism is a “textual violation” or even “textual rape’). Femi- 
nism makes the situation worse because the ideology exaggerates the already bio- 
logically female choice into something even more one-sided, and denigrates men 
and their needs in such a way that logically many needs of many men remain 
unfulfilled and seek an outlet. 


Who exploits whom in prostitution? Which side makes sex or love a business and 
takes money from the other side for something they would not get without 
money? Feminism, as always, puts the cart before the horse. Now, a feminist- 
brainwashed generation of power and self-opinionated dogmatists is crowning it 
all by criminalising men if they have to buy sexual access with money, but 
legalising the business of sex and love, the cashing in. 


This cashing in is a method of feminism and is already being vigorously applied 
in the field of marriage, relationships, family and friendship and is expanding all 
the time. A whole industry of lawyers, youth welfare offices and so on lives from 
a sinister business, the plundering of male divorcees through ruinous maintenance 
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obligations against ex-girlfriends, ex-acquaintances, ex-wives, who are favoured 
in law and court practice, through quotas and laws in all situations of life. Such 
obligations contradict the spirit of emancipation, from which it follows once 
again that they never intended equality, but instead an increase in female privi- 
lege. 


Men are being ripped off for women who are favoured and specially protected by 
the state in every situation, who are supposed to be “emancipated” and 
“mdependent” and have freedoms that men cannot practically have to the same 
extent because of additional payment obligations. Women have the choice to have 
children or to abort, men do not. Women are promoted and provided for more and 
emancipated in every possible way to become as independent and autonomous 
beings as possible, who often no longer need the man, which further exacerbates 
the imbalance. 


These not only equal, equalised, emancipated and favoured women suddenly 
mutate in law and perception into poor and helpless beings who must be helped 
by the state and the courts with coercion against men if they decide to separate 
from the man, keeping the now excluded one as an absent paying slave. This is 
modern slavery. The man is often a slave, just as he was the packhorse of history. 

Seen in this light, marriage and cohabitation have become very similar to 
prostitution, and much more expensive, because of feminist laws of revenge. 


Here, too, women receive preferential treatment and sympathy, are predominantly 
given custody of children, whereas men and fathers are usually thrown out and 
have to pay for it, are looked askance at and are disregarded by the media. A 
generation of children who grew up disturbed because of this will still cause 
many worries. Even on Wikipedia, men's and fathers' organisations are censored, 
put in a bad light, and so on. 


Which brings us back to the issue of skewed perception. 

What is the real reason for female resentment over prostitution? Presumably it is 
a price and power struggle. Because the scarcer sex and femininity is for men, the 
higher women, and feminists, can drive the demands on men. Cheap competition 
threatens to spoil their business. Cheap offers are ‘coincidentally’ particularly 
targeted by the hatred of established feminist (male or female) politicians. 


Unfortunately, they do not come up with the idea of abolishing business by no 
longer demanding and cashing in, but loving and giving love. Unfortunately, the 
dream of a world of love has been flattened by feminism, just a dull memory of 
failed dreams of a better world from a lost culture and irretrievably lost past. We 
need to be realistic and rebuild something that works. 
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Dogs Are Pampered, Men Discriminated Against 


In this society, women leave out a lot of love and affection on animals, especi- 
ally, but not only, pets. A strange animal receives a lot of affection. A strange 
man, on the other hand, is viewed with suspicion, shunned, excluded (e.g. sexual 
selection). A strange man counts for little if he does not have the status of a 
“disadvantaged minority”, is a refugee or the descendant of immigrants, which 
reduces or even reverses the male derogation of the ‘white heterosexual (and in 
the worst case, old) man’. A native man, on the other hand, may encounter 
contempt, exclusion and the radical opposite of love from women all his life. 
Why should the man deprived of love rejoice in social bestiality that allows 
female love to be acted out on animals instead of him? He truly has no reason to. 


The following state farce puts an official crown on this widespread fad: 


«Men that are victims of DV do not have crisis centre's or supports networks yet 
the AU government has provided funding for at risk dogs while men miss out.»*! 


In Australia, there is now a programme that dedicates $100,000 to protect 
dogs in domestic violence situations. If a victim (automatically a woman by 
construction of the New Zealand programme) wants to leave a relationship, 
she no longer needs to worry about the welfare of pets. 


«Pets of family violence victims to be offered protection in Victoria 

$100,000 earmarked for pet protection programs after studies show victims 
may delay leaving an abusive relationship out of fear of what will happen to 
their pets 

Melissa Davey@MelissaLDavey 

Sunday 5 July 2015 06.18 BST»* 


Certainly it would be more correct to put ‘victim’ in inverted commas, because 
every human being, so of the female sex, can make herself a victim through false 
accusations. There is compassion for women (even if they are perpetrators), for 
dogs and pets as well. 


«1800 RESPECT (1800 737 732) 1800respect.org.au is the national 24/7 counsel- 
ling helpline for family violence.» (ibid) 


*!  https://www.facebook.com/DiscriminationA gainstMen?fref=nf 


8» (http://www.theguardian.com/lifeandstyle/2015/jul/05/pets-family-violence- 
victims-offered-protection-victoria) 
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The above number can be used to get advice and help around the clock, if you are 
of the female sex. For men there is scolding, no help, no advice against threats. 
Men are simply assumed to be perpetrators. The service does have a number for 
men, but for those who are violent! There is nothing for male victims of violence, 
it is not provided, although men are more often victims of violence than women. 
(see “Critique of Feminist Ideology”, volume 2 of the series “The Two Sexes”). 


«The Men's Referral Service provides anonymous and confidential telephone 
counselling, information and referrals to men to help them take action to stop 
using violent and controlling behaviour 1300 766 491.» (ibid) 


Pets are coddled, women are favoured, but men are opposed. They are treated 
as ‘perpetrators’ by the programme, although the first strike is more often by 
women (see: “War on Man, Nature and Culture”). All this is done at the 
taxpayer's expense. You and I, we pay for such treatment. Worldwide. (See 
“The Gendering of the World”) In fact, it is feminists who control, spread 
their ideology virally, and have escaped any containment by the immune 
system. 


The empathy gap towards men is huge; while women and children automati- 
cally receive compassion, men are discriminated against, treated with hostility 
rather than receiving compassion. Even pets are treated better than local men 
in feminist society. In one experiment, first the girl, then the dog, then the cat 
was rescued from supposed distress, only no one wanted to help the boy. 
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One-Sidedness And Absurdity Of Perception 


Since the first feminist wave, society has been exposed to the following 


phenomenon: subjectively felt indignation of women who feel disadvantaged, 
who see in every failure of their utopia a new proof of alleged oppression that 
never existed because they were always favoured, privileged at the expense of 
men who had to bear burdens, dangers and hardships for them. 


That all feminist fantasies fundamentally contradicted the facts can be proven, 
and the genetic certainty that at least in the last 60,000 years four to five times as 
many women have been able to reproduce as men, which, interestingly enough, 
corresponds exactly to the percentage of men that women, given a free choice, 
would choose in their opinion, should make the last person realise which side was 
actually oppressed, and massively, momentously, in a way that was fatal for life: 
that of the men. 


Those who do their homework and, despite ideological indoctrination from 
childhood, at least take note of the facts of biology, will realise that dominance 
only exists between men, in male hierarchies, but also in the animal kingdom 
never by men over women. 


It has been proven in scientific books that all claims, premises, but also 
motivations for all feminist waves were therefore not only false, but largely the 
opposite of the truth. 


Nevertheless, all feminist waves were quickly elevated to state raison d'étre, and 
were also firmly and bindingly prescribed internationally. 


Since all feminist claims of alleged women's “oppression” and “patriarchy” have 
been false, the entire ideology in all its waves from the first to the present is a 
classic conspiracy theory, comparable to anti-Semitic conspiracy theories of 
alleged “Zionist world domination” or “Jewish finance capital”. But feminism 
has never been dismissed as a baseless conspiracy theory, as would have been 
factually correct. Instead, in the usual accurate reversal of all facts typical of the 
Orwellian condition of feminist society and ideology, critics of feminism are 
accused of being “conspiracy theorists”. 


In the case of feminists, formative hatred of men is just as demonstrable as 
formative influence of lesbian extremists in the formation of the feminist 
worldview. This is bitter for men who love loving femininity and see it disappear. 
Yet in society, in a reversal of the facts, critics of feminism are accused of being 
“misogynists”’. 


121 


The feminist's false statistics are believed because she is a woman. 

Facts from men are not believed because they are from men. 

Facts from critics of feminism are not believed because they are critical of 
feminism. 


Whining about women as victims is believed because it comes from women. 
Facts that show the man as the real victim are not believed. 


Women are allowed to complain, even unjustly. Men are not allowed to complain, 
even justly. 


The false self-dramatisation of women as victims is considered a “work of art” 
because they are women. 
Factual accounts of men who are really victims are dismissed as “rubbish”. 


A confused and flawed writing style by feminists is considered “creative” 
because they are women. 
If a critic makes a typo in an email, they are immediately slated.* 


These are consequences of innately skewed perception, exaggerated by feminism 
to a grotesque level. 


So we can go through all the reactions of the feminist society on all issues: 
Always the opposite of what is factually provable is believed, the opposite of 
what is necessary is done, every injustice is magnified, the oppressors are made 
out to be victims, the oppressed are accused of oppression, and so on. 


We live in an era and a system of absolute falsehood, where lies are taken for 
truth and truth is taken for lies. We live in an era where falsehood is believed and 
truth is suppressed. There seems to be nothing in this time and world that is not 
done exactly the worst possible way wrong. This falsehood culminates in the 
eradication of sex duality, which is crucial for happiness and the soul, from all 
areas of life. 


Feminism was based on subjectivity, concern and partiality. This has now 
conquered the whole of society and spread an untradition of “political correct- 
ness” there. What is society doing? It elevates the subjectivity, concern and 
partiality of feminism to the raison d'état. Anyone who contradicts it is censored, 
and even the head of state is not above demanding more censorship in Germany 


83 Just yesterday there was such an angry denunciation, in which an effort was made 


to pin something on the inconvenient critic. 
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from Facebook abroad; what it is about is indifferent, because censorship is 
censorship. What does society do? It now accuses critics of feminism, in the 
usual exact twisting of all facts into their opposite, of being subjective, affected 
and partisan — all qualities that were and are typical of all feminist waves, 
established by them in the first place. 


The list of such grotesque and perverse injustice could go on for days. There is no 
typical characteristic of feminists that has not been elevated to the norm in 
feminist form by society. At the same time, critics of feminism, of all things, are 
accused of the typical characteristics of feminism as a blanket denigration. This is 
called projection. 


These are not individual cases, but are principle, systematics. An intelligent 
reader need only logically turn over every assertion and accusation of the 
feminist era like a mathematician multiplying by imaginary-square, and readers 
are much closer to the truth than before. 


Throughout all the feminist waves, initially, before they were elevated to the new 
sanctuary that must not even be doubted, the lack of their ‘arguments’ was noted: 


Subjectivity. No objectively verifiable facts, but perceived opinions that could be 
read into the world. Actual biologically dominant women felt oppressed and 
oppressed men - even more than they already were. A tendency towards 
larmoyance, whining and accusations, in a hysteria of invented oppression were 
the result in each case, in all feminist waves. In this way, they have eradicated the 
entire culture and warred against human nature, so radically that a total loss of 
complementary structures has occurred. 


The fact is that sexual selection in animals and humans is a female power of 
choice, which in most epochs excluded the majority of men from procreation and 
thus a fulfilled life and sexuality, was in the hands of women, as is biologically 
designed, and thus a broad majority of men were excluded and totally oppressed, 
women, on the other hand, with justification, women, on the other hand, must 
rightly be regarded as the oppressors of a majority of men for most of humanity, 
based on scientific facts — whereby the brief period in which traditional culture 
provided a little compensation and reduced the extent of the oppression of men 
by women a little, without, however, eliminating it, is not visible at all in the 
geneticists' graph. Not feminists, nor women, but the disadvantaged majority of 
men had reason to demand something during all the feminist waves. Things 
always went wrong, as wrong as our perception is. 
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In this situation, all the feminist waves, instead of rebelling against great 
injustices such as sexual selection by women, male duties and burdens, or the 
unfair perception and outrage at the actual oppression of men, unleashed a 
decades-long mudslinging against men, culture and society because of a supposed 
‘rape culture’ they fantasised about everywhere. 


In usual feminist fashion, this turns biological facts exactly on their head. Entire 
generations have been brainwashed with the nonsense, manipulated, the thinking, 
law and constitution of an entire era and civilisation is based on subjective lies or 
misunderstanding so huge that it has things pretty much exactly backwards. 


There are reasons for this. There is an innately skewed perception that makes 
women appear more positive as possible mothers worthy of protection, whereas 
men are the filter of evolution; many of them are sorted out, excluded, or, as 
biology rightly says: discriminated against. In order to prevent these ‘losers’ from 
obtaining reproduction and attention through pity, or the rank they are supposed 
to be denied, the selective, unconsciously false perception of man shuts down 
such pity. A male loser who complains is viciously ridiculed, maligned, 
personally attacked, ignored, or outright character assassinated of anyone who 
dares to point out his actual discrimination. 


Feminist ideology has exaggerated the biological predisposition to such 
misperception to extremist proportions. The danger is that oppression will be 
increased until catastrophes happen. What consequences result from this to 
prevent repetitions of hysterical rampages into once objective science can 
probably only be fathomed by later generations than our manipulated one. 


Subjectivity, partiality, feeling instead of facts, anti-scientific methods, censorship 
and intolerance of non-feminists are not just accusations that have accompanied 
all feminist waves since the suffragettes, but demonstrable facts, and from 
feminist sources themselves. See the chapter on objectivity in ,,Critique of 
Feminist Ideology”. 


While women, due to innately skewed perception, cavalier instincts and actual 
biological female dominance, were able to bring their false allegations to the 
public, where they were heard and elevated to the raison d'état, men, due to the 
same skewed perception, were never allowed to point out actual, factually 
verifiable oppression. 


There is a monopoly on women's complaints. Women are listened to 
immediately; any decent person will help her, however unjustified this might be 
according to scientific analysis, but not even such an analysis has been done for 
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150 years because the bias for women is so strong. A man who complains is 
ridiculed. 


What is interesting now is how today, after feminism has become state power, 
critics are silenced. This is also typical; such intolerance accompanied all feminist 
waves. According to one study, women usually feel uncomfortable when opinions 
they don't like are expressed, so they like to censor them. This does not apply to 
men; who, however, do not help other men either, because they tend to be 
competitors. The reason is that all men, but never women, are part of a male 
dominance hierarchy, which is the decisive criterion for women as to which man 
they get involved with or not — so that competition among men is indirectly also 
latent courting of women. Interestingly, women are therefore even more 
interested than men in ensuring that men do not cheat on their status so that they 
do not make a ‘wrong choice’. Most contemporaries lack this basic biological 
knowledge. 


Men, on the other hand, are mostly feminist indoctrinated, anti-competitive. 
Those in power — the small number of winners of selection — react indignantly 
when losers aspire to the top, contest their place, or question what their position 
is based on. 


So while women were able to successfully celebrate and sue themselves as 
victims for 150 years because of fundamental misunderstandings of biological 
facts, while driving the actual already oppressed group into even deeper 
oppression, and their subjective inventions were listened to, men were not 
allowed to complain even in the face of actual massive oppression, arguments 
against feminism based on facts were always and regularly overheard. 


Today, there is increasing discontent about the ever-growing unculture of 
"political correctness" that has sprouted from feminism. Grotesquely, these 
critics, excluded from universities, research institutions, offices, public media, are 
now ridiculed with the very arguments that would have applied to feminists. 


When critics describe censorship, they are accused of whining and complaining, 
of leading a miserable life. Not even the irony of the accusation is noticed, so 
strong is the oppression of men and any compassion for them. For if their lives 
were indeed miserable, they would have a morally valid reason to complain! In 
the case of women, children, any group other than men, if this were recognised, 
suffering and miserable lives would elicit compassion and support; just because 
they are men, an unfortunate situation should defame them and ridicule their 
arguments. The cynicism of feminist rhetoric is outrageous; yet it has been 
wholly adopted by the zeitgeist. 
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Critical arguments are not noticed at all, certainly not thought through or debated. 
Instead, criticism is denigrated with personal attacks, made out to be a subjective 
outpouring not to be taken seriously — which is again paradoxical because 
subjective irrelevance has always been feminist method, against which critics 
have tried in vain to argue with factual arguments. Even in perception, everything 
is perceived the wrong way round. 


In the case of feminists, whose ideas were consistently based on error and 
subjective feeling, it would have been justified to point this out, indeed necessary 
— they should therefore have been rejected. But the state and the powers of soci- 
ety never reacted in this way. Critics who have objective reasons to defend them- 
selves are culled with methods that are unfounded and misguided in the case of 
critics, but justified in the case of feminist ideologues. 


As usual in feminism, everything is going exactly the wrong way, and has been 
doing so for a long time and many waves. 
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Part C: Impact On Society 


Many readers will not be able to imagine what the previous themes of this book 


mean for the lives of many men. Contemporaries usually have no idea of the 
enormous, life-shattering and plunging into misery and despair effect of sexual 
selection — unless they are affected by it themselves. Those who are affected by it 
become invisible, also get excluded from empathy. We can aptly describe a basic 
rule of evolution satirically as follows: “If you are a male loser, shut up, because 
nobody wants to know about it! If you say something anyway, you'll get called 
names!” 


How does one become a loser of selection? It can happen in many ways. All it 
takes is strong selection. The fact that all women find the same maximum 20 per 
cent of men attractive and want them sexually is enough to push a large number 
of men away towards being losers. If there are no countervailing forces like 
monogamy, it can hit 80% or more men. If, as is often the case today, it is only 
about sex, the disproportion easily takes on even more blatant proportions, the 
proportion of winners can drop to a small fraction of the 20% mentioned. 


There are prototypical reasons why men with certain characteristics are rejected 
and become losers. This can best be explained by one of those men who have 
probably experienced being a male loser the most thoroughly and for the longest 
time in the world. We let their poets have their say in the two opening chapters of 
this section: 


The Life Of a Loser Of Selection 


WJ had the misfortune of combining pretty much all the typical causes of failure 
in girls. It started with my older brother being spanked by bullies in kindergarten, 
so he was very much against letting me go to kindergarten, lest something similar 
happen to me. Paradoxically, as the world is, this had the opposite effect: next to 
our park-sized property was the Evangelical church and its kindergarten. The 
church, damaged in the Second World War, was built of field stones before 1150, 
probably on the foundations of a pagan temple. In front was the medieval defen- 
sive wall that separated us from the church, next to it the bell tower, followed by 
the kindergarten, building together with the open space of the church kindergar- 
ten. I saw the children playing just behind our fence and wanted to crawl under it, 
but my brother forbade it. 


Ironically, my brother learnt to assert himself, became a girl hero in his youth. 
His circle of friends consisted of girls he had once slept with and their new 
boyfriends. In the summer of 1968, he ran around in a then chic white lambskin 
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coat, which he had copied from the then blond guitarist and founder of the 
Rolling Stones, Brian Jones, who died a little later at the age of 27 in an unex- 
plained way, counted at the time as part of the so-called “Club of 27”. One of the 
few winners of sexual selection, my brother had a very hot cute blonde in a mini- 
skirt and skimpy blouse for a girlfriend for a while. I remember playing table 
tennis with her in the basement, and although she was probably six years older 
than me and therefore actually fell out of the frame of interest for me at the time, 
her smile, sexy body and clothes caused so much shy confusion in me that I 
missed the balls at table tennis. He later described his then-girlfriend as “too hot’; 
she slept around and eventually hooked a millionaire with whom, according to 
circulating gossip, she sailed on a yacht to the Bahamas; thus her arousing, much- 
visited blonde pubic triangle disappeared from his life into a Bermuda triangle. 


This brings us to the first reason for being on the losing side: Shyness. Girls and 
women of fertile age are magnetically attracted to men who are successful with 
women, just as clumsy dolts repel them. Like so many things, this has 
evolutionary causes. Women themselves are often not aware of it. 


Now there was hardly a more unfavourable vintage than mine. I had a classical 
upbringing. According to my parents' conception, a young man learnt, studied, 
acquired a doctorate, whereupon a well-bred girl would find herself wanting to 
marry him. This idea of my parents had two flaws: firstly, it was no longer the 
original culture, the remnants of which perished in the collapse caused by the 
First World War, whereby empathy for one's own men was already extinguished, 
a more aggressive and unbalanced tone had arisen, which was reflected in equally 
aggressive ideologies. Secondly, the world of their transitional period between 
the old culture and the present state was also only a phantom, existed only in their 
conventions and ideas, but younger ones no longer shared them. Such girls no 
longer existed. Social upheavals and contraceptives had done the rest to the state 
of their times. Since then, many girls have been sleeping around wildly, just not 
with me, the loser who is spitefully kept at a distance. 


While my brother was unhappy in his preschool years because bullies had 
spanked him in kindergarten, but happy afterwards because he had learnt to assert 
himself and was able to become a magnet for girls and the centre of his circle of 
friends, it was the opposite with me. Before starting school, I had only played 
with children of friendly families who showed good behaviour when I visited 
them. I was used to that and expected it. I had no knowledge of a world out there 
without good behaviour. When I went to school, what my brother had experien- 
ced in kindergarten started too late for me: I was bullied, the others were stronger 
and I didn't know how to deal with it. I was the best pupil at school, fully 
concentrated, I didn't even have to do homework because the teaching content 
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flowed to me. The teachers put the wildest bullies next to me because I was the 
only one who didn't let them distract me and certainly didn't make common cause 
with them. 


As soon as the break bell rang, I got scared, because now the time of suffering 
began: they pushed me, ran towards me threateningly, and I was not allowed or 
able to play along. I was used to inventing my own games, but in the schoolyard, 
children's TV programmes were acted out. My parents were wealthy but sticklers 
for conservatism, so we had neither a car nor television. With both — motor 
vehicles and television — I was the only pupil who did not know this from home. 


Thus, I became a social outsider who did not learn important basics of social life, 
either fell out of male hierarchies altogether, or was ranked at the bottom. Girls 
were interested in my tormentors, but sexually I was completely ignored by them. 
And where there might have been a hint of interest, shyness and inexperience 
spoiled it, causing awkwardness. 


Fear, social exclusion and low rank leave traces that express themselves in 
unconscious bodily signals with which the loser betrays himself to others; men 
recognise the lower-ranking in him, but girls and women of fertile age are most 
susceptible to these treacherous signals and withdraw from him sexually, thus 
excluding him from procreation, as a basic principle of evolution intends. 


But that was not all. After primary school, where I had suffered breaks marked by 
fear and exclusion, I entered grammar school, the one with the best reputation in 
town. At that time, the school claimed that its Abitur was held in high esteem in 
the business world, more so than the Abitur of other schools. In my time, there 
were four parallel classes, one of which was considered the best with the most 
experienced teachers and the possibility to choose Latin and Ancient Greek in 
addition to mathematics and science, which was not possible in any other class. 
In this elite class, I was once again one of the best pupils and redeemed from the 
hardships of my primary school years — but it was too late. My status had been 
reflected in my personality development and body signals that were unconscious 
to me at the time. 


None of our class had a real girlfriend until the A level, except for one who didn't 
belong to our circle, but had ended up in our class because he had to repeat class. 
He had received a more ‘modern’ education, was more vulgar in his behaviour 
and manner of expression, which is why he had an easier time with girls. Later I 
heard similar things from many parts of the world, including South America: the 
more educated and ‘overly cerebral’, the more problems with girls and sex. 
Among girls, ‘overly cerebral’ soon became a swear word or derogatory term. 


129 


This, too, clearly shows massive sexual selection against hard-working intellectu- 
al workers, which on the one hand is mentally cruel because intellectual men are 
usually particularly sensitive, and on the other hand makes a poor, harmful selec- 
tion of genes that reproduce through sex. 


In addition, we were burdened with the worry about girls. We had been brought 
up in such a way that many boys thought: “I can't sleep with that girl. I can't do 
that to her. Who's going to marry her later?” I heard this verbatim from a boy in 
my class, probably the only one who had a social friendship with a girl. Out of 
consideration, he left her untouched. After graduating from high school, this boy 
visited me with his first car, a subcompact. It was winter and bitterly cold, so a 
crate of malt beer was frozen in his car. As boys of that age are wont to do, he 
made a joke of opening an almost non-alcoholic bottle of malt beer while driving, 
turning and covering the label so that it could not be seen from the outside that it 
was only malt beer, and waving to horrified oncoming drivers. The girl with 
whom he had cultivated a social-only friendship had been to a class party at 
my home once, had lain on the doorstep: “Save me” while an uninvited boy 
from another, less considerate class fiddled with her. During our drive he 
whined:, she had since changed a lot at university, away from home, had a 
real boyfriend and was with or in a jazz band. I have forgotten the details, but 
I can still hear him stammering: “I'll be damned! I was saving myself for her, 
and now she has someone else who f*s her .... I really have to talk to her and ask 
her something.” 


We can all surely guess what he wanted to ask her and know how futile that was. 
In a sense, all the boys in our old-fashioned well-behaved class were sexual 
losers when the sexual revolution collapsed the remnants of the culture in which 
we had been brought up. But none were losers of sexual selection in such a 
blatant way as I, the boy who was mocked from the first year of school and thus 
slipped into a vicious circle. For the more spitefully girls rejected me, the more 
the bodily signals worsened, which without the knowledge of the person con- 
cerned ensured his losing, the greater my awkwardness became, until inexperi- 
ence had turned into insecurity, from which despair, finally panic and reversal of 
feelings arose. Each one of these is a red flag that triggers “No!””. 


The reversal of feelings meant that as a teenager I began to assume that I was 
meant to be and would be laughed at if laughter was heard anywhere. 
Laughter was no longer something happy, but had become a threat from 
super-powerful people against whom I could not defend myself. The same 
was true for the giggles of girls who had giggled at me so often that I 
associated embarrassment with it. Instead of seeing something nice or cute in 
it, it triggered fear of new embarrassment and panic, which caused inappro- 
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priate behaviour, which then caused much louder giggling — in an ever- 
accelerating vicious cycle until you don't know what to do anymore. The 
more joyfully others partied, the more aggressive, crude and threatening they 
seemed to me. When others were partying, I felt like weeping because the 
loud noise was boring me, it seemed cruel. This is what the emotional 
inversion of a hypersensitive male loser looks like in its final state. Pick-up 
teachers who have worked their way up from a less blatant state of social 
exclusion to womaniser like to advertise it. One local representative wrote 
that he was such a social ‘underdog’ that girls did not even look at him with 
their bottoms. Today he is adored by girls, admired by men for his success 
with girls. The exclusion from which I want to free myself, however, has been 
much more severe than his. 


In the old culture, shyness could have brought about a certain recognition as a 
sign of decency and good upbringing; after its disappearance, it became a formi- 
dable obstacle. Moreover, I became interested in girls precisely in the revolutio- 
nary year of change 1968, when a sharp protest broke out against that culture of 
which I was the shy, inexperienced offspring teased by others. At that time, all 
values were revalued, as it was said. Since then, political, revolutionary hatred 
against ‘white heterosexual men’ has been growing, hitting no one harder than 
young, still inexperienced, shy, teased and picked on, who have not learnt to fight 
back. As early as 1968, socialist feminists of the US ‘Peace and Freedom Party’, 
born out of the 1968 student and hippie environment, preferred the black serial 
rapist of white women for political reasons and co-founder of the “Black 
Panthers”, Eldridge Cleaver, who had set out the justification for his serial rape of 
white ladies in his book “Soul On Ice”, to their own men, against whom they 
were making a political and sexual revolution. Their empathy disorder towards 
‘white heterosexual men’, who were suspected of being ‘evil chauvis’ as early as 
1968, and their preference for a non-white rapist, say a lot about feminism and 
unconscious feminine instincts. For those feminists wrongly suspected our 
culture of being a ‘rape culture’ while they had chosen a real, systematic rapist 
like Eldridge Cleaver as their alternative presidential candidate. That's how 
absurd and counter-intuitive all of feminism is when you look closer, find the 
pertinent information and piece it together. While the feminists fought me and 
men like me, insulted, disenfranchised and further demeaned us so that more 
became losers, they idolised revolutionary-motivated rapists like Eldridge 
Cleaver, who was also involved in a shootout with cops and in revolutionary 
violence, only to become, to cap the irony, a conservative Republican later on — 
from which you can see how little ‘conservative’ means today. 


You don't have to read “Fifty Shades of Grey” to realise how much feminists 
have fooled both men and themselves. Human nature is pretty much the opposite 
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of feminist utopias; you can take any feminist statement, turn it inside out, and be 
closer to the truth than before. 


Since then, feminists have been preaching how men should behave, and as usual, 
they exert the worst possible effect. Because what they teach men cannot work, 
as it is the opposite of what women unconsciously demand from men. If men 
show stereotypical behaviour, it is not because they want to take advantage of 
women, but because this behaviour is demanded by women. Those who do not 
behave as female instincts demand, of which women and feminists themselves 
are not even aware, those men are rejected, do not get girls in bed, cannot 
reproduce and die out. That is why men have to be the way they are, and that is 
not the fault of men but of women, whose sexual selection is a form of mental 
terror with which they ruin the lives of losers. 


I asked my brother for advice, but he didn't know how to help me. My parents 
were incapable of it, caught up in the conventions of their in-between times after 
the collapse of ‘good old society’ due to the First World War and much more 
stubborn, immovable than the grandmother from the kingdom or Empire. My 
parents said things like “Surely we can never look parents in the eye again after 
their daughter ...” The protection of other people's daughters was more important 
to that society than the further development and mental well-being of their own 
sons. 


In the family chronicle, it was reported from earlier centuries that a wealthy man 
had looked after the girls in the street while others of the family had worked 
themselves to death. 


During my studies, a somewhat philanthropic friend sent me to Morocco to 
deliver a message, which I described in the book “Contemporary Witness: 
Journey to the South”. That book was also about approaching girls and why it 
didn't work. At that time, I visited this friend in Andalusia, where he was with a 
Spanish woman and ran a café, which she temporarily neglected and would have 
ruined if he had not put hard work and money into it. The woman cost him a lot 
of money; booking a holiday would have been cheaper. He and his acquaintances, 
like many students, belonged to the left-wing environment. They dreamt of 
unlimited sexual freedom without thinking about the consequences and how 
many losers this would create. Our debates were noted down promptly at the time 
and are printed unchanged in the book “Contemporary Witness”. Only a few 
years ago, before he disappeared in a very aged state, he puzzled over the reason 
why I had no luck with girls. “I don't know what it was,” he told me in the last 
phone call he took. 
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Many leftists are like that: Naive, ignorant, believing themselves to embody 
morality, but in the process constantly making the world and the plight of male 
losers worse, until at some point it goes bang. After that, they feel like innocent 
people. I have aged very little and am on to the truth; while he lives stuck like an 
old man, I am developing as fast as I can and just returned yesterday from a 
flirting course in the US where I also had to learn to compensate for the disadvan- 
tage caused by my greater age. As always in life, I have a harder time with this 
than others: Pick-up lines that work wonderfully with younger people, like a 
magic spell, completely fizzle out with me because in the first few seconds age is 
a deterrent. I have to take a more difficult path and do more than others to have 
even the slightest chance. But this is constantly spoiled for me because feminists 
all over the world work against us with a lot of influence, constantly make life 
more difficult for us, and suppress my books so that they cannot help. 


During my studies, together with some friends, I used to visit discos at night in 
order to finally end up with girls, whereupon I was so tired in the mornings that I 
almost dozed off in the lectures and was not as successful as I could have been 
without the beat by sinking head. So my studies dragged on longer than otherwise 
necessary, which spoiled my curriculum vitae despite my diligence and intellect, 
because for human resources staff who hear fleas coughing and see the grass 
grow, this speaks against efficiency. I can't tell a recruiter, “I'm successful and 
smart, the length is explained by constantly going out until the morning because I 
couldn't find a girlfriend.” I would probably have been laughed at and taken the 
rejection letter with me. 


This is how a loser of sexual ladies' choice gets from one vicious circle to the 
next; the noose tightens ever further. Today, 27% of 18- to 30-year-old men in the 
USA are said to be sexless, i.e. InCel, who in turn are hated and accused of being 
themselves to blame — which again expresses the total empathy disorder of 
today's societies. Depending on their character, these incels either break down 
inside, or become beta-suckers, or they go berserk and eventually run amok. Then 
they all cry “Nazi” and “Incel” again and believe that with such defamation they 
can make the problem invisible, for which they themselves are to blame with 
their radical empathy disorder. At the same time, they are agitating against ‘white 
heterosexual men’, increasing the numerical surplus of men in Europe every day, 
which makes the situation even more explosive, because numerically the calcula- 
tion can no longer work out, even if all girls were still interested in men. Already 
in the normal state, young, middle-aged and old men compete for girls and 
women in the same fertile phase of life, which causes a relative surplus of men 
that is not recognisable in the figures of the statistics. Now the number of young 
men is growing daily due to immigration. At the same time, women in Syria 
complain about the shortage of men because so many Syrian men have emigrated 
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to Europe, and African governments complain about the exodus of young men 
that the country lacks. But on a continent with over one billion people, the 
shortage of men is proportionately less noticeable than the surplus of men being 
created in tiny Germany. 


This is run by the same forces that in 1968 chose as their presidential candidate 
Eldridge Cleaver, whose rape justification was expounded in Soul On Ice, 
whereupon that book became part of the canon of the time that an ‘educated 
young leftist’ should have read. So the book had been recommended to me and I 
read a lot and was not squeamish about devouring books of various schools of 
thought, whether I liked them or not. Compare this leftist rape apology read and 
endorsed by feminists — the book came out before feminist students chose him as 
their presidential candidate — with the constant false accusations against ‘white 
heterosexual men’ who are constantly accused of being ‘rape apologists’. You 
don't need to have read books written by women for women showing their sexual 
fantasies in the style of “50 Shades Of Grey” to see the absurdity. 


In dozens of books I have described how it happened to me, but nobody was 
interested because there is no empathy for male losers. I have worked out the 
evolutionary reasons in this book. Back in the 1980s, I sent descriptions to 
publishers of how male losers spitefully rebuff girls. But nobody wanted to read 
that. A publisher in Géttingen even called me in to tell me his rejection in person 
and to persuade me to write about other topics in a more conventional style. He 
and his publishing house would be humanistic and oriented towards the Enligh- 
tenment, what I write would be the opposite. It was then that I realised that some- 
thing was wrong with his philosophy because it has a suppressive effect. 

-“Nobody cares! Nobody cares! It's a private matter!”, he lectured. At the same 
time, the second feminist wave was running, the so-called ‘women's movement’, 
which at that time made up a tiny minority of ideologically crazy students. 
Visibly erupted in 1968, this had declared in the 1970s that the private was 
political — but only the private of crazy feminists who fight against human nature 
and against their own instincts was political. If it occurred to these feminists to 
demand something that plunged entire generations into misery and confusion, but 
drove male losers into despair and misery that could break people, then the whole 
of society had to realize its harmful utopias worldwide in a hurry. Everyone was 
considered a villain if they didn't participate in the mischief. The harmful conse- 
quences and misery of numerous male losers that this produced have been 
completely hidden. Nobody wanted to know! The exact opposite applies to men 
as it does to women: the misery and suffering of men are private, but not politi- 
cal, even if their misery and suffering have clearly political reasons, namely, they 
are reinforced and fueled by feminist ideology. The misery and suffering of 
women who are not to blame for society but were caused by psychopathic 
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findings (see my book: Reckoning with Feminism) or caused by their struggle 
against human nature and their own feminine instincts, on the other hand, are 
political. A tiny minority of suffering feminists, who were to blame for their own 
suffering for fighting human nature, have imposed their suffering utopias on 
societies around the world and instilled them into future generations. 


I recorded my search and conversations over decades, resulting in what are 
probably the most comprehensive and long-standing “field reports” ever written, 
or at least that I have ever heard of. Style and methods changed, as did content. 
Only one thing remained: the rejection of the girls. As long as there was no 
science that explored what caused such rejection and what enabled sexual access 
to girls, it was impossible to change this state of affairs. As already mentioned: 
The consciousness of a loser is supposed to be unable to recognise the causes and 
therefore not be able to look at itself from the outside, because otherwise every 
loser would be able to pile up and wrap girls around his finger. But he is not 
entitled to do that, so that he cannot reproduce. 


To break this blockade, winners had to invent pick-up. Being less blocked by 
evolution as winners, they were able to figure out the mechanisms of successful 
seduction. Only then did it become possible for some losers to study these al- 
ready recognized mechanisms in order to work their way up to the winner. Pick- 
up was not invented at established universities, although the level of knowledge 
is now similar to that of a social science. Traditional scientists would have 
detested this as immoral. Women have always been specially protected and 
privileged. Not even when feminists began to carry out one-sided and false 
propaganda under the guise of ‘science’ and to disseminate it at universities at the 
expense of the state and taxpayers, did established science explore how sex 
culture or sexual selection works in men through female choice. Women are 
allowed to act unilaterally and unjustly; Men are not allowed to represent what 
women are allowed to do, not even represent their own legitimate interests or 
investigate factual questions that touch the foundations of feminism. When 
feminism, and in its wake hysteria and irrationality, also spread in universities — 
today there are many key issues that are pursued with feminist hysteria to the 
detriment of humanity — the scientific spirit left the universities. Today it is 
wherever men search for the truth, even with good pick-up masters who exchange 
ideas like colleagues from a faculty. 


But before winning types uncovered the hidden mechanisms of selection, my 
books described the process, futility, and effects of sexual rejection of men who 
are considered to be losing status. 
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If the books had been read then, this fame alone would have made girls interested 
in the author. The time of suffering would have been over for me. But the iron 
defense against male losers becoming conscious, which feminist society sees as a 
danger because their injustice could come to light, has perpetuated the misery 
with the suppression of my book reports on male losers, until it is too late and 
finally peace for the feminist oppressors, because the oppressed male loser is 
finally dead and can no longer disturb feminist society with his voice. They have 
been waiting for this for decades. They don't give a shit that their suppression has 
uselessly prolonged the subject of suffering for decades. 


In my books I wrote down exactly which — often interesting — topics I discussed 
with girls. But interesting topics don't help with flirting. I recently went to a two- 
week pick-up boot camp to finally learn the art of sexually engaging girls. 
Because of decades of being a loser, I was arguably the worst student my flirting 
teacher has ever had, and although I learnt very quickly, I often changed from day 
to day. There were so many habits to abandon, then to learn the opposite, that 
even two weeks were far too short to just achieve the state that an average man 
has, who has no idea about pick-ups, but also has no previous burden of long 
misfortunes. 


But what I learnt is interesting: The content is largely irrelevant when flirting, but 
it must trigger feelings in the girl, be enjoyable or funny. Logic disqualified; with 
logic one is sexually rejected. So whoever thinks and speaks logically has already 
lost. Programmers are known to the flirt teacher as some of his most difficult 
cases; many have difficulty attracting women because they think and talk 
logically, which drives women away, ruining the chance of flirtation, sex or a 
relationship. In droves, they become his clients. 

This means, however, that with free sexual selection the logician and thinker do 
not reproduce, whereas someone who triggers emotions in a pleasurable way 
does not reproduce. In the past, such people would have been called marriage 
swindlers and classified as criminals. Today it is the funny seducers and pick-up 
masters who screw thousands of girls because so many find them adorable. 


It is irrelevant to what extent stereotypical male behaviour is hereditary, because 
since time immemorial women have only allowed those men to reproduce who 
show such behaviour, which is why their genes displaced those of the losers who 
were not allowed to reproduce. The same effect is that boys see which men 
succeed with girls and which fail. Therefore, almost all boys will aspire to 
become like those who are adored by women. For our purposes, it is secondary 
which part is learnt and which part is inherited. In any case, female choice 
according to instincts of which women themselves are hardly aware is the cause 
of men being the way they are. Feminist whining about men is gigantic nonsense 
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for this reason alone. On top of that, the aims of feminists are screwed up and 
highly damaging. 


A male loser is just as unaware of why he is constantly losing. This has evolutio- 
nary reasons. Just as women do not know why they vote the way they do, men do 
not know why they are rejected. Men can see what rank other men have by 
judging their behaviour, but fail to see themselves from the outside, as other men, 
but especially women, do. This must be so, for otherwise every man would be a 
sexual impostor, producing the very signals that make girls hot for him. The 
social structure of men would also become confused, because every man would 
present himself as a supreme alpha or king. Therefore, there must be repressive 
forces that cause losers to signal their being losers in a way that they themselves 
are not aware of. 


This, by the way, is why pick-up classes often work by making film and audio 
recordings, which the teacher can then use to show exactly how the loser 
disqualifies himself as a loser in front of girls without even realising it. The mean 
thing is that the bullies who derided and scared me away in primary school 
triggered girls' instinctive categorisation as attractive winners. Therefore, girls 
were sweet and nice to the mean bullies. I, on the other hand, was one of the 
losers, treated mean and nasty. This is exactly backwards and unfair. The bullies 
would have deserved to be treated badly, but instead, the highly sensitive, the shy, 
the most sensitive men are spitefully rejected. They do not deserve such 
maltreatment and cannot stand it. The world is highly unjust, does everything 
exactly backwards in essential matters. But no one wants to know that, 
suppressed both by evolutionary repression mechanisms so that losers don't 
become cheats and impostors, and by feminist agitation. 


Pick-up is ultimately the doctrine that makes it possible to turn a loser into a 
sexual impostor by making conscious which signals characterise the loser and 
which the winner. In this way, a loser whom girls reject spitefully and meanly 
can, through years of painstaking work on himself, turn into a winner, the incel 
who can't get a girl can turn into a womaniser who effortlessly sleeps with a 
thousand or more girls and is treated sweetly and nicely by them. 


Many of today's masters of the pick-up have this career path: from failure to 
superhero. But the path is difficult, because it involves an awakening of 
consciousness that both evolution and feminism seek to prevent. Moreover, pick- 
up only changes the lives of individuals: women will continue to reject 80 per 
cent of men sexually because they send relatively less appealing body signals 
than others. Pick-up or flirting therefore does not reduce the number of losers, but 
only allows some losers to rise to the top at the expense of others. The whole 
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thing remains a zero-sum game, however, if I may apply disqualifying logic to 
flirting. 


Logic prevents success with girls. Women want feelings. A logically structured 
conversation is like a job interview, bores the shit out of her. The opposite is 
necessary, preferably an alternating bath of emotions. “You can provoke her, 
annoy her, that's still better than boring her. Any emotion except hatred is better 
than boredom,” the Master taught. “Girls have hundreds of beta males in orbit, all 
flattering her. Too many compliments will promote you to that line of hopeless 
men. All it takes is one compliment to show your intentions. Then sexualise, 
engage with her fully, X-ray view into her eyes, but with a smile. Tease them, say 
something nice, take them for a ride, show interest, banter, alternating between 
the two — girls love that. That's how you stand out from the chanceless masses of 
male applicants.“ 


Of course, feminists and the feminist state, as always, want to drive out and 
forbid men exactly what is necessary for success. 


«The German-Turkish writer Akif Piringci, who has already been on trial for 
incitement of the people, then commented underneath: “Yes, I would fuck her, 
even if I had to listen to her climate stuff for hours afterwards.”»™ (20min.ch) 


Long-distance Luisa® is privileged, by the way, because Akif makes her such 
an offer and many other men want her too. By contrast, a man who talks a lot 
of rubbish or just talks logically would never get a girl. 


Expression is a matter of taste. Some girls talk about men that way them- 
selves, others don't. Some girls told the pick-up masters “Fuck me now, with 
or without a condom it doesn't matter, just fuck me!” In no case may taste be 
a punishable offence. This is not only a sensible and comprehensible 
expression in terms of content that simply hits the nail on the head, but also 
exactly what excites girls according to experienced pick-up masters. They get 
really hot for smooth seducers who are brave and skilled enough to tease 
them in such a way with a nice smile or wink. So not only is it not at all bad 
or punishable, it is a recipe for success with women. If, like me, you haven't 
learnt to make fun of girls, you'll end up as a beta sucker in the orbit of 
hopeless satellites, sadly circling in cold empty space without ever having the 


**  https://www.20min.ch/story/shitstorm-um-sexfantasie-mit-klima-aktivistin- 


108372498387 
She received this nickname in Germany because she demonised others for using 
aeroplanes, but enjoyed many long-distance flights to the wide world herself. 
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pleasure of being sexually accepted by the girl. To learn such quips some 
spend a lot of money on a boot camp. One should calibrate because a more 
sensitive word is more appropriate for sentient girls, but the idea is exactly in 
line with the lesson of what makes men successful with girls. 


In a dictatorship of opinion that is no longer a state under the rule of law, a 
teasing flirtatious remark that would be the envy of some who, like me, 
seemed far too well-behaved and wooden, was outcompeted in women by 
men who are much better at teasing and sexualising, is banned and becomes a 
criminal offence. 


«Today, 21st October 2021, I was sentenced to 4 months' imprisonment on 3 
years' probation in the Bonn Regional Court under the presiding judge Schwill. I 
even have to report to a probation officer during this time, who is presumably 
supposed to teach me how to “write properly” or “best not to write at all’. ... 
Something like that is now enough in Germany to get you thrown in jail. Judge 
Schwill added with relish that I would immediately be “put in the box” if I 
violated the conditions of my probation even slightly. He also said that I was a 
“horny old man”, which was probably meant as a compliment. ... He told me not 
to write any more, at least not to publish anything.»*° (Akif Piringci) 


This is a tradition. Feminists have always chalked up, forbidden and driven out of 
men exactly what is absolutely necessary to be successful in flirting with women. 
You don't need to understand it, it's just feminist ‘logic’. After we became boring, 
they imported replacements from elsewhere. 


As a loser, I had got into the habit of avoiding both the aggression of other men 
and sexual rejection by girls by using a placating, too-high voice, which 
obviously disqualified me sexually. While this helped me avoid conflict with 
men, it did not teach me how to assert myself among them. Similarly, while I 
escaped immediate rejection by girls, I became a purely social acquaintance who 
could not become desirable. 


Since a loser cannot assert himself, his high beta voice can also tip over into 
anger, then become unruly and aggressive. Male loserhood includes feminine 
high, apologetic or servant voices as well as annoyed nagging or unrestrained 
freaking out. An alpha male stands above; his voice has melody, is loud and 
penetrating but smooth and supple like a singing voice. 


86 https://der-kleine-akif.de/202 1/10/21 /der-knast-ruft/ 
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My eyes were too big. A girl's eyes may be big, but in a man they look sexually 
repulsive, as if amazed, confused, as a fear reaction — or aggression. A man has to 
narrow his eyes a little in order not to disqualify himself sexually. 


After what the master said, I suddenly understood for the first time why Bud 
Spencer and Terence Hill made faces in their western parodies that seemed 
strange to me at the time: It is exactly what matters to women. 


Likewise, I fidgeted far too 
much with arm and hand 
gestures. In this way I 
Ss wanted to cover up the fact 
- ~ —_ that I used to be classified as 
‘boring’ and too quiet. But 
such signals make you a 
joke. A woman is allowed to 
do that. I saw an interaction 
in bootcamp where the girl 
gestured even more with her 
arms and hands than I did, 
moving them faster and 
stronger. Nevertheless, the 
conversation was _ rated 
excellent because she 
seemed very involved. It is 
true as so often in life: A 
woman is allowed to do 
that. A man can't. A girl can 
do pretty much anything; 
she remains a desirable girl 
| because she is fertile. A 
man, however, must do 
exactly what marks him as 
1 the winner of the selection. 
Any deviation from this is a minus point that contributes to disqualification. 
Whoever has too many minus points is out. That is why the behaviour of men is 
more standardised than that of women, because women have fool's liberty and 
can get away with many things without harmful consequences for them. In men, 
on the other hand, deviation from alpha behaviour causes sexual failure in fertile 
women. Self-realisation is only possible for women without sex deprivation 
punishment. 
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Clarification: Sexual selection only has a normative effect if it is strongly in- 
stinct-bound, such as the selection of men according to alpha male traits and their 
typical unconscious body signals. In selecting professionally successful men, 
many different talents are decisive; on the scale of changing female fashions and 
moods, great variation is necessary because their moods are unpredictable. 


It's frighteningly banal what determines whether a girl reacts sweetly and nicely 
or meanly and poisonously rejects the suitor. Anyone who has seen through this 
wants to despair of humanity. Often this instinctive decision is exactly backwards 
by a culture's standards. Whether someone is a rejected incel or a womaniser who 
seduces a different girl every day is down to ridiculous, insignificant trifles, so 
that those who deserve love don't get it, but others who don't deserve it are 
showered en masse with fertile female affection. 


In my books I described how a once sweet girl, like so many, fell into left-wing 
circles, absolutely had to fall in love with a revolutionary whose high art was 
setting fires. After once again committing the revolutionary act of setting some 
cars on fire, this guy, who would have fitted well into the black or "autonomous 
bloc", ran over several car roofs in sheer enthusiasm. That was a mistake, because 
at that time the police came and found his footprints, from which he was 
identified and arrested. His girlfriend, who looked sweet, feminine and attractive 
on the outside at the time, was shocked and distraught. I tried to comfort her and 
accompanied her home. Years later I met her again; she looked completely 
changed; her attitude had affected her appearance. Now she wore tomboyish short 
hair, was punked up, all the feminine charm that had made her so sweet had gone. 
She told me that on that day she would probably have killed herself in despair if I 
hadn't accompanied her all the way home to her parents' house. But I didn't stand 
a chance with her - the revolutionary was just much more charming. 


Another girl told me decades later that I was the only normal one in the 
neighbourhood. No wonder, because then, as now, there were all these weird guys 
who corrupted whole generations with their ideology. But it didn't help. The 
normal person is not sexually attractive. 


There may still be a few areas of the world where it is customary to arrange mar- 
riages in the traditional way through the parents. Thus, sexual selection does not 
lie solely in female dominance power. This does not make personality 
development through the ability to flirt and arrive naturally any less important. I 
am not talking about paid sex like prostitution; that is financial exploitation of 
men without mental attention, although mocking tongues say for good reason that 
prostitution is cheaper than exploitation through feminist laws that plunder the 
man when separated. Moreover, there are other strange activities open to attempt 
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even by a loser of sexual selection, such as offering oneself as a sperm donor, 
which is another kind of self-abasement for men who have no right whatsoever to 
be degraded to the tool or aid of women. There is no selection according to body 
signals, because there is no flirting, but the power of choice and arbitrariness of 
women is even somewhat greater than in the everyday market of dating. In a 
small booklet I report on how bizarre it is. 


It is not, therefore, about a technically bodily state that would correspond to the 
female one of virginity with the little skin, the presence of which may be a bodily 
adaptation to the emergence of sexual morality in the cultural evolution of our 
human species. Instead, it is about male personality development that enables one 
to arrive sexually and emotionally with girls, moreover, in society. Pick-up 
teachers point out that the methods and body signals that enable normal seduction 
of girls also bring strong improvements socially and professionally. This may be 
a theatre, but it is a very significant and important theatre game for life. Girls are 
not required to play such a game. It is enough for them to be born as girls and to 
be in their fertile phase of life. As soon as this is over, their attraction and 
advantage is fades away, because from the point of view of evolution it is about 
procreation, which at some point is no longer possible with a woman; whoever is 
then still stuck in the phase of flirting has only herself to blame, wasting the 
immense female advantages. 


Whoever has the damage doesn't have to take care of the ridicule. Over the 
rejection in every flirtation, I have gone from being a shy twelve-year-old boy 
whom no girl took seriously to an older man who is sometimes mocked by girls 
as ‘grandpa’ whom no one takes seriously either. The reasons for rejection have 
changed, only the rejection has remained, the common thread of my life. For 
decades, our dictatorship of convictions, mired in utopias and errors, prevented 
the success of my books, which would have immediately brought me understan- 
ding and interesting girls. The meanness of this world is unbelievable. 


Since it has become customary today to play the Nazi card in every debate, I'll do 
it myself before the other side does — as they do, because they have no reasonable 
argument. Some well-known leading feminists have repeatedly shone with fanta- 
sies of eradicating the male sex, which is fiercely opposed by all feminist waves, 
down to 5 to 10 per cent or completely. The feminist version of ideology has a 
Uberwoman instead of a (sex-neutral) Ubermensch. Both ideologies, fascism and 
feminism, not only allow genocide (androcide) to be repeatedly dreamed of with 
impunity, but constantly expand their own privilege by increasingly disenfranchi- 
sing other peoples (the male sex).» 
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Literary Insert: From The Life Of a Loser 


«OO years ago I started writing Field Reports of a Loser; I refer to the last 


chapter “Further Reading”; in the meantime as many (35) books are available, 
although not published by mainstream media. 


In these books I described the phases of my being a loser: first the jerked around, 
bullied and made fun of boy in childhood, then the resulting shy, socially 
awkward and completely inexperienced adolescent who first dared nothing and 
then, when he tried, received the fiercest and most poisonous rejections and 
defeats, whereas thick-skinned winners who could handle something were shown 
the sweet and nice side of girls. The toxic side hit the most highly sensitive boys, 
already burdened to the limit of the unbearable because of their previous history. 
Rejection is for the cerebral; those who are logical bore women. In other books I 
described the phase of being turned down during my studies, how publishers and 
the media ignored it. At the time, I had the idea of filming the flunking to show 
how losers fare; I had discussed this with my circle of friends at the time - they 
may be my witnesses. Radically one-sided as our media are, nothing came of it. 
An age later, feminists stole my idea and twisted it into the opposite: they 
denounced the fact that women were being addressed. They even want to ban 
flirting! What else are men, dependent on female selection, supposed to do but try 
to flirt, which, by the way, mentally healthy women appreciate and miss when 
they lack it? A flagship feminist of this action, Jessica Valenti, stood out for the 
contradiction of first complaining about being approached and then, a year after 
her anti-male action, complaining that no one talks to her anymore. 


«The end of hisses, whistles and stares: we need to walk the streets withoug fear» 
(Jessica Valenti, June 2014) 


«Men rarely catcal me any more ... the thought of not being worth men's notice 
bothers me. To my great shame, I assume I must look particularly good on the 
rarer days that I do get catcalled.» (Jessica Valenti, July 2015) 
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The end of hisses, whistles 
and stares: we need to walk 
the streets without fear 
Jessica Valenti 


Tuesday 3 June 2014 07.30 EDT https://archive.is/M6GPu 


Men rarely catcall me any more ... the 
thought of not being worth men’s notice 
bothers me. To my great shame, I assume 
I must look particularly good on the rarer 
days that I do get catcalled. 


Jessica Valenti 


Monday 20 July 2015 07.00 EDT https://archive.is/uapmcL 


Always and everywhere the worst possible propaganda for domestic male losers 
is spread and made the guiding principle of policy. They find the most damaging 
turn of events. Unknown men and male losers are misrepresented as ‘dangerous’ 
and hostile, so that they have even less chance of getting out of their misery by 
approaching girls. 


~ 


wey YPHO 
«#catcalls of Berlin 
#stop harassment 
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strange guy, thanks me with handshake and hand kiss, until I break away» 


Young girls seduced by feminist education smeared #catcall phrases on the 
pavements on Warschauer StraBe in Berlin today. Likewise, girls are taught to 
sleep with more and more men who make us overflow in our own country. 


. 
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«#catcalls of Berlin 
#stop harassment 
“T would fuck you”’» 


This could be an Akif Pirin¢ci quote. The previous picture shows how gallantry 
and flirtation are made more and more difficult, almost impossible. This is 
absolutely senseless, destroys male losers, contradicts female instincts. Sex 
relations are being irremediably poisoned. 


My decades older original idea has still not come to fruition. Eventually I worked 
my way up to having nice social conversations with girls, which I documented in 
more books, but which was only allowed because of a beta male status that left 
me completely without a chance sexually. This condition is also described in 
books. Furthermore, despite decades of the media keeping quiet about my books 
and themes, I succeeded in gaining a foothold with a few books of fiction in a 
small scene that did not previously ignore and exclude me because of views that 
deviated from the norm. There I am a minor celebrity, greeted joyfully as a poet 
of their scene when I visit festivals. But even as an original beta-male artist, 
treated locally in that scene like a literary star, I remained sexually without a 
chance with girls. To compensate for my past as a beta male, recognisable by 
unconscious body signals, my age and my thin stature, I would need more 
success and recognition. Other books describe that time. 


The latest phase is to apprentice with one of the best pick-up masters in the world 
to turn off the unconscious beta signals, build up good signals, compensate for 
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the age disadvantage and other physical disadvantages that have developed in the 
meantime. Here is an excerpt from this recent transitional period - please take the 
extreme rejections of other phases of life from the books in the “Further Reading” 
section at the end of this book: 


4.9.2021 

Why do I go to psychedelic festivals? Not what you think, but because girls are 
more open than usual, it is easier to overcome the outsider position. I am 
completely sober, but many girls are not, which triggers behaviour in them that 
would not otherwise exist. 


Strange things happen under MDMA, psychedelics, weed, other drugs and 
alcohol, perhaps a mixture of most of them. At times, women seem to be so 
strung out that even their sexual selection is no longer effective. In front of a tiny 
intermediate stage by the lake, a woman I didn't know approached, embraced me, 
held me snuggly, and said I was warming her, even though my fingers were much 
colder than she. 

“Oh the poet!” she said. A little later, “You warm me.” 

- “Human warmth is the best,” I replied, returning the embrace, trying to make 
the best of the amazing position of not losing the gift fed to me from the 
psychedelic universe through rapture. Her friends, a man and two women, made 
great haste to pull her away from me. She then clutched her friends in a similar 
way. They very quickly led her away from the dance floor, preventing a 
repetition. 
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On the access path between stages, a group came up to me and thanked me, 
saying I had helped one of their own a lot. While the others soon moved on, one 
woman stopped and, when I asked her what it was about, told me that a friend 
had been on a bad trip that morning when I came by and told my story. My voice 
had calmed her down, had been soothing, so that she had come back from the 
horror and felt good again. I would have a good influence on the festival. 
However, I am not sure about this, because she reported that her friend told her 
that I had told her a story about “a dragon” - I am sure I did not mention a dragon 
that day. Maybe the trip had shot her so far away into a dream world that she 
heard something different than what I was reciting - or she's confusing me with 
someone else, but I'm pretty sure there was no storyteller at the festival except 
me. Of course, it didn't do me any good to “have a good influence”. The girls still 
don't want me. ... [Omission — brevity is the spice] 


A girl was just sitting alone in the sun on the square. 

- “With your red sash and beautifully braided dark blonde hair, you look like a 
sunflower leaning towards the sun.” 

She smiled. 

- “Thank you, I just braided these this morning.” 

Her two braids were lovely and classic, continuing on top of her head. I 
introduced myself as Jo the poet. 

- “I'm the Jo.” 

- “Jo?” 

- “Jo jo, Iam the Jo. However, I am only half a Yo Yo.” 

She told of starting university soon. 

-“T'm studying elocution.” 

- “Oh, there are new subjects all the time. Now there's speech science as well as 
linguistics." 

I told her about linguistics. 

-“The utopia that everything should be fluid and without binary difference fails 
because of human nature. Language and thus understanding / communication are 
only possible because of binary opposites, which are innate to learn. 

Labial / non-labial. Dental / not dental. Voiced / unvoiced. etc. 

Similarly, children learn grammar on their own, or form a new one when it is 
missing, as in emerging gibberish languages (‘pidgin’). And what do you learn 
in speech science?” 

She said that some people use their voices incorrectly when they speak, harming 
themselves, such as speaking too high. I replied that this was typical of insecure 
(beta) men, because high-pitched voices have an appeasing effect, but instead 
make them losers (due to innate instincts that kick in strongly when they are not 
redirected or defused into better channels by a balancing culture, but this 
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reasoning only came up in a later debate with a male book buyer). She replied 
that it was often due to the insecurity of women who spoke in a high, squeaky 
voice when arguing. 

- “That can have other causes. The childlike pattern and high-pitched voice of 
small children have a calming effect and demand protection. Sometimes this even 
works across species. We also perceive children, mothers and women (with their 
higher voice) preferentially. They receive more support. The child schema also 
has an effect, to which pet names such as "baby" also owe their origin. A high- 
pitched squeaky voice can therefore demand preferential treatment. It is also 
accepted when a man has a deep voice and a spark (of attraction). Then women 
often respond with a bell-bright girl's voice, the sexual polarity.” 

She wrote down her Facebook and Instagram names for me. However, I never 
heard from her again. Although I have fleeting social contacts at festivals with 
girls, sexually I continue to be non-existent to her. 


Now we jump chronologically to the next festival ... I wrote that it is an excerpt 
from an unwritten book that would cause more offence and spoil my reputation 
more than all the previous books. 


8.9.2021 

Well, how to stop young women on the street to have a proper conversation is 
something I haven't learned today either. (Note: In the meantime I was allowed to 
practise pick-up with a master for a fortnight. He taught me that it is outdated, 
bad pick-up to stop girls because it puts her under pressure and therefore easily 
causes rejection, especially from groups or when she is in a hurry. It is smoother 
and better to walk along at arm's length). 


What I haven't learned yet, I can't accomplish. Instead, I practise taking 
advantage of opportunities that chance throws my way. In the suburban train, I sat 
down at a distance next to the only girl who was alone in the carriage. I wouldn't 
choose her, but a majority of men have no choice. She was knotting something 
with her fingers, patterned in an almost finished circular shape. 

-“Oh, you're making something nice. What is it?” 

She explained that it was only half; when it was finished, Christmas cakes would 
go in it. 

-“Oh nice, something homemade, and a creative activity to do after work." 

-“Yes, I'm creative, I do crafts, paint, write stories too.” 

-“Oh, we have something in common there. I write books.” 

-“T'm not ready to write a book yet.” 

-“Well, it's thirty-five. What's that you're going to craft?” 

She was knotting on what looked like strong plastic threads with her fingers. 
Now she reached for her mobile. 
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-“T'll show you what it will look like.” 

She had opened a chat and was swiping, swiping. A myriad of speech bubbles 
whizzed across the screen, like grasses and trees as an ICE hurtled past. 

-“A long conversation,” I interjected, “You've had a lot to say to someone.” 

She wiped and wiped. Speech bubbles raced across the screen. 

“Remember what you wrote about that? With text search, it might jump straight 
to the right place.” 

She kept swiping. Then she had found and showed me a finished piece. 

-“This is what it should look like; the second half is still missing. I need 24 for 
Christmas. However, I already have many ready.” 

-“Das reicht fiir eine groBe Familie. Bis Weihnachten hast du ja noch Zeit... Was 
machst du beruflich?” 

-“T'm a receptionist for a doctor.” 

- “Good, you always need something like that.” 

-“Handicrafts are a good way to relax. You have to be careful what you do, it 
stimulates the mind. Work does the opposite.” 

-“A balance is good. I am a mental worker. I concentrate fully, then I am 
absorbed, separated from the world around me. Then it's good to do the opposite 
afterwards, to go out towards the world and people.” 

-“Then switching off helps, letting the mind rest.” 

-“Oh, I like to use the mind, just differently in the evening than at work. Some 
people exercise their bodies or muscles. I exercise my brain.” 

I asked what she did after work. 

-“Relax. I don't come too much. We have a lot to do at the practice right now. 
Billing.” 

By now I had gone much further than I had originally intended. For the first time, 
I took to heart my resolution that my goal is not to arrive at a certain place, but at 
girls. I only want to get off in the middle of a conversation if there are good 
reasons, for example if I can't get back properly. 

-“We could talk when you have some time. It'll take your mind off things. I'm at a 
festival this weekend, but the middle of next week or tomorrow would be fine.” 
-“T don't really have any time at all at the moment, don't get to do anything else. 
Work is taking up all my time. Nowadays you're lucky to have a job at all.” 
-“Many people are under stress, they hardly have a life apart from work. Find 
something that moves you. A meeting to talk can take your mind off things.” 

She went on for quite a while describing the current heavy workload in the 
practice; at the end she said something like she didn't even have time to meet her 
boyfriend, if I still understood that correctly through the mask. I didn't really 
catch the last sentences. Something about her boyfriend not liking her, but since 
some words didn't come through acoustically, I lost the thread. I said goodbye 
because I had to get off. 
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During the ride back, I observed the displacement of male losers, which are at 
disadvantage by the sheer excess numbers of men and far to few girls. If you add 
more to it, things get worse. Because of the political-correctness-police, you may 
not even criticise it. It can't work out, but many contemporaries are as unable or 
unwilling to understand this as they are to feel empathy for domestic male losers 
or ‘white heterosexual men’. 


10.9.2021 
In the meantime, I have arrived at a three- to four-day festival with camping in 
the countryside. 


There I noted backwards through the time from arrival to noting in my tent, in the 
sun or cones of light of the night. I deleted the first entry for the last observation 
of the night for lack of political correctness. Even a fighter against political 
correctness has to do that sometimes, otherwise I'm done for by the standards of 
today's very one-sided media. 


During the night, as during the day, I saw and heard the usual superficial festival 
friendliness. A man went to pee at the fence. On the way, a woman shouted 
something to him: 

- “I know you from somewhere.” 

- “From ***_” 

He went over; hug. Then he moved on to pee. In plain sight. That's how it goes. 
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- “When were you born?”, a complete stranger once asked me on the way 
between dance stages in front of the techno floor at night, “62? 67?”. 

- “I'm from a distant planet with a different year.” 

- “When were you born?” 

- “Do you mean the sign of the zodiac? I'm a dangerous animal.” 

- “Leo?” 

- “Three have guessed that today. No, smaller and meaner.” 

- “Scorpio?” 

- “Exactly. But I'm a nice and sweet Scorpio.” 

- “T'm 27, a musician, a good one, coke, booze, addicted, sometimes squeeze. I 
won't live long.” 

- “Oh, that sounds like Club 27. Like Brian Jones and Jim Morrison.” I tried to 
talk her out of that course. *** deleted *** 

- “Not so easy, my friend's in the c*ck business. I have to go on to my friend's 
now.” 

The next day I happened to sit d’”’own next to her on a wooden bar at the 
turnstile between the three dance floors; I didn't recognise her. 

- ’We spoke yesterday.” 

- ’You're a musician.” 

- ’Yesterday I must have been talking in a muddled way, I was quite on it.” 

... We will come back to this. 


Not only one smiled, I smiled back. 

“Well?” she said. 

“You'll get through the night just fine with a smile.” 

That was obviously not an appropriate line, because she turned back to the front 
and kept walking. Maybe it was just the usual superficial niceness to someone 
who stood out pleasantly in appearance or even disguise, a salute to Dalibart or 
psychedelic hat, was not then directed at my person — or maybe I let a possible 
opportunity pass because I have no idea how to react in a flash to engage her in a 
superficial fun conversation and then escalate it into flirtation. Sometimes I 
would try a “Hey, good to see you”, like others would say when they met again, 
but with only a social meaning. Either this is common or my reaction was not 
good enough. [PuA say unconscious body language decides, less the content. ] 


One girl was walking with a guy and another girl; they were chatting, I was 
talking to the light-haired supernumerary. I don't remember exactly how I got 
involved in the group's conversation. Maybe she was the one who had painted her 
toenails with yellow dayglow paint. 

- “Your toes shine like stars in the sky.” 

-“Yes, entirely.” 
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-“T've discovered a new star sign: two feet. But it doesn't glow up in the sky, it 
glows on the ground.” 

She was very trusting, letting me squeeze her hands for a long time. 

-“T like to help,” she told me, “I want to see everyone happy. There are so many 
in the world who are poor. We are so privileged.” 

-“We privileged? Not at all. We work and pay, others enjoy. Here I have seen 
many unhappy people, whereas in very poor countries like Madagascar, the 
happiest children.” 

-““Yes, they are poor, have nothing, are happy. In the primitive state, mankind was 
happy.” 

-“These are naive ideas, common since Jean-Jacques Rousseau. In nature, 
however, there were cultural forms that we lack. That's why we are uprooted and 
unhappy, people in original cultures are happier. Our culture was once like that, 
but it has been crumbling for centuries. Technology and the mind have dissolved 
it, but on the other hand they have freed it from many of nature's worries. We 
have to bring both together: Technical progress, currently quantum physics for 
instance, and a cultural complement of people and sexes.” 

I told her about travelling. 

-““Where do you want to go?” she inquired. 

-“Oh, various things. New Guinea, for example. Exploring the Stone Age.” 

-““We had a school project in New Guinea, helping people in the poorest villages. 
I couldn't go, unfortunately; I just had *.” (*: forgotten or acoustically not 
understood in the noise, but it was probably an illness). 

The boy and the other girl in the group had sat down a few metres away on the 
earth covered with single tufts of grass. She gestured for us to sit at a distance 
too. The cause of this hair-splitting circumstance, that it did not start from me, I 
could not lead them as per the mandate of PU teaching, will become clear to us 
later. 

On the ground we had a long conversation about what was lacking with us. She 
praised the festival spirit, wanting to reach many people, to do good, to spread 
love. I praised her good intentions, but criticised the naive faith that (at least) 
since hippie times has repeatedly failed with the best of intentions, perhaps even 
has failed regularly for centuries, because it fails to understand human nature, 
including female instincts and selection games. The help does not reach the losers 
who need it, but the wrong people, which makes the situation worse. We were 
squeezing hands all the time, but apparently that was purely social on their part. 
-“T don't see any stars,” she remarked. True, large parts of the sky were veiled by 
clouds and fog, but I showed her stars peeping through gaps. Then I told her 
about my plans to rediscover the complementarity of people and both sexes, 
including at festivals where the former culture is taught in workshops. (Some 
young people today, as in the past, have good, beautiful beginnings, but they 
fizzle out or even become very harmful because they are misguided by utopian 
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ideologies that do not fit people, whether these are straight communist, fascist, 
hippie, green or whatever. It would be dangerously skewed to judge these 
ideologies morally differently, one good, the other bad. They are all equally 
pernicious with a tiny good core.) 

-“You are a wise man. I feel that. I've learned a lot from you and I won't forget 
it.” 

-“You should hear my stories, read my books, to understand more deeply what I 
said.” 

-“‘Some other time, perhaps. Now I want to dance to the floor.” 

The boy and the other girl who were with her sat a few more feet away, talking. 
-“You're nice. Do you have a boyfriend?”, I asked. 

-“No.” 

-That's a pity for you on the one hand, but also good, because I like you.” 

-“T'm sorry to disappoint you. I only like women.” 

-“You're saying that now because my question was stupid, so I wouldn't get the 
wrong idea.” 

-“T would never lie to you.” 

-““With women it's not so fixed, unlike with men. It's for evolutionary reasons.” 
-““Some people say that. Why evolutionary?” 

-“Since a genetic bottleneck when humans almost went extinct, before which we 
can hardly look back with genetic methods, four to five mothers have reproduced 
on one father in the present gene pool. So that women of that one man don't 
antagonise each other as competition, I guess there is a possibility of such dual 
orientation.” 

We moved together towards the PsyFloor. There she stood and talked with men of 
her circle of friends, especially intensely one of them, had no more attention for 
me; there was no conversation of her with women to be seen, which visually 
seemed to contradict her claim. What I saw and what she said hardly fit together. 


Next girl. German Pick-up-ers say ‘nexten’ in Denglish. (Even our language is 
vanishing.) The recipe for success is not to waste too much time with girls who 
don't want to. Move on to the next one until you get it! 

-“You're glowing, you've got good energy.” 

She looked with open eyes; glow and the movement of her pupils were unusual, 
seemed like flickers, reminded me of something half-forgotten, perhaps an out- 
of-use feminine expression, or it had a very mundane reason. 

-“T'm on acid,” she replied. 

Whether her acid had this effect or whether a female gaze pattern that had been 
submerged in everyday life broke through under the influence of psychedelics 
remains open. I don't know. 

-“As I start a trip, I feel music begin to fill the room, becoming a powerful 
current surrounding me, like a ship being pulled along by the undertow of an 
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ocean. Later, I see people striving towards destinations and surface patterns 
spatially stretching into the depths and towards me.” 

Her pupils quivered. -“Acid,” was all she said. 

[Here at this point there was a nice paragraph that I would grant my readers, if it 
were not too dangerous in times of the Cancel Culture. Even a brave fighter 
against the same has to take cover sometimes if he doesn't want to fall.] 


A bright-haired woman danced sinuously and bent at the PsyTrance stage. 

-““You float on the ocean of music that pulls us along in a strong undertow.” 

-“T love being absorbed in music like that.” 

Brief conversation, then her floating meandering paused; she pulled out her 
mobile and typed. 

-“Oh, it disturbs me in such a state, pulls me out of the flow into a technical 
robotic behaviour.” 

-“T know, just texted a friend where I am.” 

A little later she was with him, greeting him enthusiastically and accompanying 
him. 


Each paragraph an approach of another girl. 

-“Your smile shines in the darkness.” 

-“Thank you.” 

She turned to walk on. 

-““What a pity, are you trying to deprive me of your beauty again?” 


[These double compliments hurt because girls who run away from me don't 
deserve them. Even my flirting teacher in October 2021 drove us out of giving 
more than one compliment at most because otherwise the girl is elevated to a 
pedestal and the man has no chance. The successful man has to stand out from the 
suck-ups who constantly fawn over beautiful girls, otherwise he ends up as the 
hundredth suitor on a long list of hopeless beta males]. 


I had used this turn of phrase on another girl before, but I guess it's pointless to 
only offer ironic compliments when she's about to leave — however I didn't have 
the chance to do so before. 


Shortly after arriving, I was greeted by several people who knew me from 
previous festivals. This is common here, to see many arriving or leaving. 

-“T know you from the Midsummer Night's Dream,” said a pretty girl. 

-“Yes, I've been dreaming about that for two summers, especially in COVID 
times,” I replied. [The last time the festival took place was 2 years ago, before the 
COVID shutdown. ] 

-“Many do.” 
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They were just walking, heavily packed on arrival, to join their friends who were 
picking out a campsite in the field out back. In conversation, I walked along. I 
had not seen this field before, except at a small passageway hidden by hedges or 
bushes. When we arrived, they were busy, not interested in further conversation 
or reading, and put off until later. Unfortunately, I did not meet them again or 
they did not speak to me again. Their friendliness is purely social; sexually, I am 
still a zero for girls. At most, I am harassed by gays who misinterpret my 
colourfulness to attract girls. In pick-up circles, the method is called 
“neacocking”, spreading a peacock tail, and is considered outdated; modern 
methods are much more effective, they say. But in their view nothing speaks 
against trying; everyone has to find out for himself what works for him and what 
does not. 


Far have I evolved since youthful days decades ago when none of the well-bred 
sons of the elite class had a girlfriend, but the rebellious boys with less school 
success had an easier time living sweet lives with beautiful girls. Since then, the 
level of boys has dropped, because being a studious, introverted and brooding 
bookworm and logical thinker does not pay, but is severely punished by cold 
rejection and mentally cruel sex deprivation by girls. Hence hardly any boy wants 
to work hard to reach our former level. Since then, the elite we once were has 
become generations of male school failures. 


At that time, I used to walk through our town in the evening, not knowing what to 
say to girls, how to start a conversation, feeling lost among bar and disco-goers of 
a completely different socialisation. On top of that, I had the body signals of 
being teased and not accepted by my peers. Even when girls didn't laugh at me - 
at the latest when I was startled, when I behaved awkwardly, I really attracted 
their laughter. That's how deep I had fallen into the downward spiral, which is 
still trivially described as a vicious circle, which can be triggered by rejection by 
girls in male losers. 


At some point it was too much, then I often walked back home 5 kilometres 
through the city at night with tears running, past young people who had better 
luck with girls, desperate, not knowing what to do. This weighed so heavily on 
me that I also fell away in other respects, lost interest in school and learning, 
which was reflected in my grades, in my state of mind, everyday life, and 
threatened to drive me towards collapse. 


Finally, as a student, I went to Pro Familia, where the waiting room was full of 
feminist posters. When I went in, the lady replied that there were only women 
working here and helping women. She said that she had no idea about what I was 
talking about, but it would be probably because of me. This was the state- 
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financed help centre “Pro Familia”, which is supposed to advise all citizens on 
family issues, but like all organisations had been infiltrated by feminists to such 
an extent that nothing else was being done apart from feminism. Incidentally, in 
Gottingen at the same time there was a presumably fake poster of “Pro Familia”, 
perhaps more likely from Alice Schwarzer's EMMA, with the wording: “Not 
AIDS endangers. Men endanger. Not condoms protect. You can protect yourself 
from men. More and more women don't use them.” (allegedly by EMMA in 
cooperation with Pro Familia and the Ministry for Women and Everything except 
Men, at least according to the poster, around 1980). 


Another attempt at a different institution that was supposed to advise youths in 
conflicts — as a student, I was strictly speaking no longer an adolescent — failed 
similarly. Fellow students whom I could ask without embarrassing myself — and 
they were few — knew nothing either. Society's ignorance was as frightening as its 
unwillingness to take note of such issues. The whole society had fallen into a 
feminist frenzy and delusion in which it could no longer perceive countervailing 
issues at all. 


As early as 1973, in the no longer ‘swinging’ London of the 1960s, but already 
feminist London of the 1970s, I had been handed a leaflet by a black-clad, 
gloomy female figure mocking men, saying that women had now discovered their 
own sexuality and no longer needed men; no amount of surveillance and 
‘oppression’ could change that, hold them back. This was a perfect fit for the 
perpetually rejected, shy, inexperienced youth who, instead of sweet attention and 
introduction to flirtation, sex and love, experienced spiteful rejections and anti- 
male propaganda. These dark sides of failed ‘sexual selection’ were completely 
overlooked by the media and society, which bet on the wrong horse, once again 
hopelessly and completely lost in a harmful ideology. 


Over the years and decades, I nevertheless progressed, but never fast enough to 
make it to girls. Their demands increased faster than my progress; later on, the 
disadvantage of my growing age also increased faster than my social progress, 
mainly because my books about it also met with the same total rejection as I did 
as a man. Society simply didn't want to know, come hell or high water. This 
ignoring, along with the lack of empathy, is a major driving force behind the 
oppression of male losers. 


Too late, pick-up was developed as a method, and again too late, I learned that 
such a thing existed. Without a method, there is simply no chance. 


Now the sign of time is turning, hence running backwards in the usual direction. 
From my arrival at the campsite we now leap ahead into nightly darkness. 
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By the fire jugglers sat a woman in the night, looking slightly. Before I had an 
idea to approach her, an Arab did, obviously more skilful and successful; they sat 
next to each other for a long time, later both had disappeared. 


Two female friends, one of whom only spoke English, handed out wire wreaths 
with coloured light-emitting diodes as gifts. She was interested in my English 
version of the psychedelic book, but as a gift because she had also given me 
something. We agreed on half price because of the printing costs. The next day 
they greeted me only fleetingly and wordlessly. 

-“The blue lights are still burning,” I said to them. Wordlessly she put on her 
glasses with two different shades of pink. 

-“Now you see everything through rose-coloured glasses”. They continued 
walking. 

However, later the following night she exchanged my wreath for another. The 
self-made button contact did not work with this one, however, and the light 
quickly went out again. She then took the one off her leg, set it to flashing and 
put it on my psy hat so that I was flashing. 


On the shuttle bus from the station to the festival, I had sat in the big taxi in a row 
with a girl who was reading attentively in my psychedelic book, with a serious 
expression. Maybe she didn't like something because of her consciousness (e.g. 
as a woman), she had reached the chapter “The discriminated (male) sex’’. Later I 
pondered why people were more hesitant than last week, whether there were bad 
rumours going around besides good ones, or what I could be doing wrong, or the 
mood was just different. We will come across a few more signs. On Saturday, 
when I greeted her, she told me “You came here with me on the shuttle”, I had 
told her the night before that she was hiding her colours. 

-“Right, that was referring to something.” 

I've forgotten the occasion, though. Possibly I committed the third mistake. (First 
mistake: showing my explosive book to wrong people. Second mistake: not 
understanding or making a joke. And the third follows immediately:) 

-“You continue to hover over the festival,” because she was getting ready to 
move on to the dance hall. ‘Hover over’ sounds strange, I should have said 
‘dancing’. We're all smarter afterwards. At the end of their lives, when it's too late 
to be of any use to them, many men finally see through how things work with 
girls and women. [And that's why feminists are afraid of them.] 
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11.9.2021 
The morning round goes more slowly than a week ago; I need more time with 
less result. 


-“You're shining like a sunflower in the sun.” 
-““What's wrong? I only ever get the negative.” 
-“Nothing is wrong. I've only said good, positive things.” 


Next attempt, as soon as I felt a friendly aura. 

-““A nice smile,” I addressed, “The way you smile at the world, it radiates back.” 
She didn't understand, was from Spain. I translated into English. 

-“Tt's interesting, but I can hardly follow. I'm on a trip.” 

I told slowly and simply about Bali, my book with many pictures, of which I still 
have an English version. (The English psychedelic version exchanged itself for a 
luminous wreath.) She listened, excused herself with her trip. 

-“Have a nice festival and a good trip.” 


Two girls along the way were chatting in English. 
-“A nice tattoo. What is it?” 

-““A shaman” 

But they quickly moved on before I could answer. 


158 


Some perfunctory greetings, but less than yesterday. The blaze of warm attention 
died away. A girl and a boy sat in front of the food stalls. She smiled at me. I 
stepped up and out of consideration not to annoy a friend by hitting on his 
girlfriend, not to put myself in an awkward position, said: 

-“A nice smile,” to the boy, “A nice girlfriend you have.” 

-“That's not my boyfriend!”, she objected, “he's a friend. If you think I'm nice, 
you can tell me, not another boy”. 

I sat down next to her on the other side. 

“T don't have a relationship,” she continued, ,,My last one is over and I don't feel 
like having another one now. I want to be free. I'm emancipated and I do 
everything myself.” 

Ouch. That's why girls and women alienate themselves from men, believe they 
don't need them anymore, because complement and roles fell apart. The result is 
unhappy people and male losers. 

She said that she did something with education and liked to read stories. 

-“There we have something in common. I do that too, I'm a poet and I write 
books.” 

She allowed light touches on her shoulder and back. It was the one with the 
glowing toenails from yesterday; I am undecided, though, and suspect that she 
was not the one who declared yesterday that she was a lesbian and had rather 
fuzzy hair, but then spoke only to boys in her circle of friends. Perhaps I had 
confused the two yesterday when I made a note of it afterwards. But I had spoken 
to her the previous night when her toenails glowed yellow on the floor, I know 
that for sure. 

-“Your feet with the glowing nails are like a star sign on the earth's arch,” or 
something similar, I had told her that night. A man joined her group, greeting me 
as a “good man” and “author of a book”. I suggested to her (Nele) that we have a 
reading competition, reading to each other, since she liked it so much. 

“I might even have something in my backpack,” she spoke, reaching onto her 
back. Then she bristled and reflected. 

“That's not fair. You're a professional.” 

-“You don't have to compete. I just need to get my stuff out of the tent quickly.” 
She had still told of having had COVID; she should have been more careful, not 
so much contact with people; now she had “long COVID”. (Late effects after 
overcoming the actual infection) But they were determined to return to the 
campsite together as a group. 

-“T have to drink water urgently. We're bound to run into each other at some 
point.” 

-“That is uncertain. Let's go together.” 

But the group moved away. Later I couldn't find the one with the glowing 
toenails. During the night I often looked at the ground to see if I could see any 
toenails glowing in the crowd. 
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Instead, a couple beckoned me over, where the man was the second in his group 
to want my psychedelic book this moming, but of which I only had one copy left 
in my little feed bag, which I was walking around with. Oh, speaking of which — 
apart from my beard, psychedelic hat and jacket, an original spirit also 
complimented my feed bag. By the time I found his lair several readings along 
the way later with a refilled food bag, he was gone. Now he was delighted with 
the “great book” and the two of them took a selfie with me in a threesome, which 
the woman gleefully showed as a success. They beamed joyfully and gave best 
wishes on my way. 


Next to approach me was an island Spanish woman who had not been receptive 
on her trip earlier when I had approached her. She was from a Mediterranean 
island, but had fair hair and even freckles. I pointed this out to her and considered 
how she got her light brows and head of hair, which in any case was not 
recognisably coloured. For when dyeing, there are often either dark hair roots, or 
the eyebrows with their different shade show that the main hair has been 
chemically changed. In Spain there were once Gauls (Celts), after whom Galicia 
in the west is still called today, who had partly reddish-blond, partly blond hair 
and are known for having even more freckles than Northern Germans, who had 
lighter blond hair for that. Later came the Visigoths, who ruled before the Muslim 
conquerors. Did she have ancestors from northern or western Spain? 

By the way, she was sitting there with her German-speaking boyfriend. (She and 
her boyfriend listened attentively; I told him about the psychedelic book and the 
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Bali book in German, because it was more fluent and he thought he could 
translate it. Deeper conversations succeed in one's own tongue. He was interested 
and took a psychedelic book. 


-“Nice moustache. How do you do it?” 
-“Oh, it grows like this. At some point the moustache must have seen a painting 
by Dali, and ever since then it's wanted to be like that, I can't talk it out of it.” 


A girl sat alone in the dark on a beam bench by the signpost. (Strange story. It 
doesn't last long with a girl.) To the right, rabbits hop to the high-tech, faster than 
hit by AC at the biggest main stomping ground. To the left, a hose tunnel leads to 
the psy stage, whose much smaller sandy floor is sonicated, better bassed, with 
now classic Goa PsyTrance. Here the remaining followers of the driving basses 
mixed with electronic and Indian, after the new fashion sometimes also Arabic 
sounds dance, which are still fast and loud enough to give me an inkling of a 
possible nightmare in which the computer loops seem to me like the rattling of a 
train hurtling towards me. Straight ahead, however, is the tiny techno stage. 


In the darkness I only noticed that her lips were made up, but not that I already 
knew her; both times I didn't notice what her profile picture on WhatsApp later 
revealed, namely her cosmetic plastic surgery, with which she had transformed 
narrow Nordic lips, which turn bright red when aroused or embarrassed and 
therefore don't need any width like black African lips, where blood circulation 
because of arousal remains invisible, into tubes that are quite suitable for Formula 
1. 

-““We saw each other yesterday,” she said, “I was a little out of it and probably 
hard to understand.” 

-“Oh, you're the musician.” 

I advised her to get away from alcohol and cocaine, it wouldn't do any good. 
Please don't let her end up in Club 27, “because you are 27”. 

-“Yes, I was afraid of that too when I turned 27.” 

I told her about the flow state in writing, in which 90% of the brain is working 
unconsciously and is capable of more than the gossamer layer of consciousness 
between the outside world and the subconscious inside. - Unfortunately, I am cut 
off from the world, immersed in full concentration as if in a trance, lost to any 
social interaction or even a conversation that, with one word, already pulls me out 
of the artistic flow state. There are similarities to a trip as well, which I notice in 
the way the screen surface ripples slightly in grooves. 

-“LSD was also used to cure addictions in the 1960s, more successfully than 
other methods, admittedly in sessions with therapists, not by blindly pouring it on 
at parties, which does no good; I don't think anything of that.” 
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[Here censorship has struck in the form of self-censorship. In our times, freedom 
of speech, even of thought, has become the exception, granted only to those who 
think ‘correctly’ in terms of the womanist ideology. Men have given feminists all 
the freedom to spread their crude utopias, but that was the end of tolerance. ] 


I went on to tell how, as a boy, I was already thin, lanky, dreamy and intellectu- 
ally interested, devoured books, fully concentrated in class, whereby I almost 
never had to study at school because the material flowed to me. The wildest 
troublemakers were seated next to me because I was the only one who was 
unshakeable in my concentration, whereas others let themselves be infected by 
bullies. But in the breaks I was only teased, didn't belong, wasn't taken seriously 
by boys, especially not by girls. ‘The boys laugh at him, he's not allowed to take 
part in anything. We're certainly not interested in him’ was the inevitable reaction. 
I suffered bitterly from this exclusion. I tried very hard to get rid of this 
exclusion. 

[Again, a paragraph fell victim to self-censorship so that this book could be a 
success. | 

She gave me her number for WhatsApp on request. My advice to her: 

-“Learn to say ‘no’ to alcohol, cocaine and hard drugs (this did not mean 
psychedelics). If your circle of friends seduces you, relapses, then find a new 
circle of friends.” 

On the subject of LSD, I told her that I didn't need it, that I was naturally on the 
ball. What counts is not the condition, but what you take back with you into 
everyday life in order to develop further. In the end, that's what it's all about: to 
become mobile again from torpor in order to constantly evolve, like all life. I 
don't want to party with it, which I think is an abuse, nor is it much use to take it 
alone. What I would like to do is to take it together with a friend or a girl, to 
explore unfiltered human interaction between us, between man and girl, the play 
and references of the sexes, to learn better. 
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Two women came towards me: 

-“You beautiful mensch [human].” 

I like to hear that. Isn't it absurd that a repulsed man is praised firstly for his deep 
conversations, secondly for his poetry and its performance, and thirdly also as 
‘beautiful’ and even good influence by women, but has nevertheless always been 
repulsed sexually? Understanding women is a failed attempt of all philosophers 
and wise men since antiquity. The sexual selection methods of women are simply 
too absurd to be understood without a scientific subject yet to be founded. 

Two weaknesses of mine: I have trouble remembering and matching faces. I 
sometimes resort to inappropriate sayings, although I could actually do better. 
When I was nicely introduced by women I didn't know, I asked, somehow 
mentally out of it: 

-“Did you just get here today?” 

That was my flattest line of the festival, and on top of that, I missed it. 

-“No, we've been here since yesterday... You've already read with us twice.” 
Ouch. Ouch. 


While I was writing this on a box top outside a snack bar, a man passed by: 
-““Great book, thank you’, in passing. 


Nice, superficial warmth: -“Glad you're here,” said a man, then a girl who was 
walking to the PsyFloor with her friend. 
-“Nice of you to notice me,” I replied. 
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-““Why shouldn't we notice such a colourful figure?” 

(Hopefully I'm not being noticed and praised for the wrong reasons. Peacocking 
in outdated and bad pickup style to the extreme.) 

-““What's the plan?” 

-““We're going to the loo first, then dance.” 

-“T'll go stomp the floor warm for you.” 

They scuttled off to the porta-potties. Unfortunately, I never found them again. 


I was ravenously hungry because I couldn't fit anything edible into my backpacks 
except clothes and books, and my food bag was almost empty. For a meagre 
burger, they were asking 9€, which is bordering on extortionate by today's 
standards. Earlier I had eaten a pizza, which was very tasty, with a crispy base 
that had several layers like puff pastry, but not nearly enough for satiety. In the 
meantime, I had exercised a lot and was hungrier than before. When I ordered 
there for the second time with different toppings, seasoned with the olive oil I had 
just discovered and made more nutritious, a scrounger came to my table who 
didn't even ask if I wanted to give him anything, but just stood there demanding. 
He had no money, he said. At that moment my brain was not working properly. 
Why does he go to an expensive festival if he has no money? Why doesn't he ask 
at the campsite, probably a lot of people who are there by car, who have brought 
boxes of drinks and a pile of edibles, who have enough left over to be able and 
want to give something away? I had already been offered something several 
times, although I didn't ask for it and didn't want anything from them. Instead, the 
guy comes to the expensive food stalls of all places, and there to a backpacker 
who has hardly been able to take anything with him, has too little himself and is 
ravenously hungry? I saw no other choice but to give him a piece, hungry and 
discontented, and to stay hungry myself, because the pizza I had shared was not 
enough for me. 


Some women disappeared when I looked at them while dancing. This happens 
often, no matter where. The flirtation teachers are probably right when they say 
that needy men have the most deterrent effect on women, while idolised and non- 
needy men in abundance are desired. I had already sensed this intuitively in the 
1980s when I wrote: “Women despise men who respect them, but respect men by 
whom they are despised.” We only need to replace ‘respect’ with ‘desire’ to get 
the valid version of today. Usually, women do not disappear while I am looking, 
but at the very moment I turn around and look in the opposite direction. When 
my gaze returns, they have often disappeared from my field of vision without a 
trace. Experienced a thousand times, suffered a thousand times. That's why it may 
seem rather silly to still be trying. How do pick-up artists do it, good ones 
apparently mostly successful every day? Unbelievably. For a few it goes like 
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clockwork, for others never for life. Women's choosing behaviour is blatant and 
has been a mystery to men for thousands of years. 


A girl smiled, whether to me or to the world or to herself but not to me, remains 
unknowable like the Sphinx or the Oracle at Delphi. 

-“Your smile shines into the night.” 

-“Thank you” 

-“With white robe and fair hair, you are like a flower awaiting the morning,” I 
added. 

-“Ts that your music?” 

-“T don't own the music. I like to listen to the unknown and dance to it. After a 
while I feel the music and rhythm changes; then it has the pull of an ocean 
current.” 

Her friend pulled her away. 

“T'd like to talk to you some more.” 

-“We'll just have to for little girls. I'll be right back.” 

She even returned, but to her group. 

-“‘Are you there alone?” she asked me. 

-“Yes, at festivals and when I travel.” 

-“T've been here alone too so far, but now I'm glad to have a group.” 

Now everyone moved to the ‘floor’. 

-“Sorry, we have a group thing. I'll be back.” 

Whether she meant next year, she didn't tell me. I may have to go to the festival 
in 2022 to see if she makes good on her promise. [In Berlin a girl gave me her 
‘great red Indian word of honour' to message me, which as usual she never did. ] 


At the reading session in the ‘morning’, which took until half past two in the 
afternoon, several men in a circle between their tents had explicitly expressed 
liking several times, against which a woman, without justification, grumbled 
what a botch I was reading, thus repeatedly wanting to end reading and interest in 
my books. Some of the men in the group countered that she shouldn't be so 
negative. Inwardly, I wondered if there were negative rumours circulating or 
where else her prejudice came from. She even accused me of having to learn how 
to deal with criticism, even though I had not reacted to her emotional rejection 
and she had not made any reasonable point of criticism. 


Another group was very friendly, even offering me savoury biscuits and nuts 
(“Don't be modest. Open your hand”), which they poured into my hand, but 
wanted to win me over to a utopian gift-giving community, whose approach I can 
well understand, but which is utopian and naive, out of ignorance of human 
nature. In particular, one cannot base relations between the sexes on gifts, which 
fails at the latest due to sexual selection. But socially, too, this ends in chaos. 
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(There are then quickly more scroungers like today at my pizza than people who 
have something to spare.) 

Natural complementary structures of sex groups based on the division of labour 
are necessary. They did not take a book. One man in the group read from “Life as 
a Journey”, picking an explosive passage of all things, and sensitively recited it 
to us, in a reversal of my lecture. 

-“You read to us — now I'm going to read to you, from your book. 

The passage was about (local) male losers. Fortunately, it was so cleverly phrased 
that he didn't realise the explosive nature of the content, while speaking with 
much empathy. To explain the passage, not to leave any confusion in the round, I 
explained how heterosexual men, because of sexual selection, usually do not 
know the freedom of choice of heterosexual women or homosexual men where 
no woman selects. Men would then have started treating women exactly the same 
as men in the homosexualised beatnik scene, which gave them previously 
impossible sexual freedom but caused protests. Those who talk about ‘equality’ 
often do the exact opposite. Women could hardly have come to terms with no 
longer receiving the preferential treatment they were used to. 

-“T can well understand that,” interjected a woman in the round, “When I see how 
men sometimes treat each other — I don't want to be treated like that.” 

-“That's exactly how there was a fierce backlash in 1968 to secure the preferential 
treatment they're used to again and end unwelcome freedoms for men in their 
tracks right away.” 

What I didn't say, but thought: 1968 was a backlash to secure female preference 
when it was crumbling because of equal treatment, and to suppress male 
freedoms that women don't like to tolerate because they shake the supremacy of 
their selection. 1968 was therefore reactionary, not progressive, as feminists and 
leftists mistakenly believe. 


12.9.2021 

After I had already packed both backpacks to a large extent, I made my farewell 
reading round with remaining books about the campsite, while I let the morning- 
damp tent dry a bit. Although I was also interested in Bali, especially the group 
trip with a permanent party in New Zealand and the story of the development of 
goamusic in Goa, all these books stayed with me. Even New Zealand fans did not 
pick them up. But I was beckoned for the ‘Psychedelic’ book, often for the wrong 
reasons. In the “boozehound” bar, only a book on alcohol or beer would have 
been asked for. 


During the last round with books, as yesterday, there was usually the reaction 
“Great reading, impressive, with heart and soul in it”, but they were not so much 
book readers, so they were not interested. The book should rather go to people 
who also read it. 


166 


At the exit of the big tent field, ready to leave and on my way to my things, I 
encountered a girl coming from the opposite direction. 

-“G'day. Off to the festival morning already?” 

-“Hi. All right?” 

-“All’ is a big word. Socrates was a wise man and said: ‘I know that I do not 
know.’ Our maths professors advised us to be very careful with the all-quantor 
because it's easy to craft false statements with it. But yes, many things are good.” 
-“You are a beautiful coloured man.” 

Many like the moustache. Her pronunciation reminded me of holidays with my 
parents in the foothills of the Alps. 

-““Are you from Bavaria?” 

-“Yes” 

-T'm a northerner. For me, the dialects are similar. So I was unsure if you 
sounded like Bavaria or maybe more Austrian.” 

-“Oh, a Northern Light.” 

-“Yes, from the ‘North Sea is Mordsee’, a child of the beach, grown hearing the 
tooting of ships' foghorns.” 

After a short reading, standing in the middle of the path: 

-“You're a cool guy. It's interesting, thanks for the lecture, but I'm wavering... At 
my place the book would be standing around. Thanks, but no.” 

She assured me she was pleased, wished me the best for the day, I would surely 
bring joy to others. 


Although she called me a ‘beautiful man’, there was no sexual interest; even 
when I respond with counter-compliments, it comes to nothing. My pick-up 
teacher a month and a half later would have been horrified to see such opportu- 
nities without results. He would have used his experience and trained body 
signals to turn the conversation into a successful seduction. With me, however, 
that is beyond the realm of possibility; I can try all I want, fail and embarrass 
myself at best. 


As I danced by with a book in my hand along, one group said that I had already 
read with them. The woman in the middle of the group was as angry as she had 
been the day before. This time the men's defence was weaker; one of them was in 
the same vein: if the book was by T.C. Boyle, he would buy it, but not from me. 
Boyle could write. That was too much for me. I countered sharply: 

-“T know T.C. Boyle. He writes commercial crap according to a school called 
‘creative writing’. But it's no longer creative, it's become the new norm. He has 
no idea about many of the subjects he writes about, so he makes up a lot of things 
out of his imagination, whereas I challenge the filtered-skewed perception of 
almost everyone through unfiltered observation, truly working out new things 
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from original sources and my own experience. Documentary realism, everything 
true, nothing invented. Boyle, on the other hand, writes from prejudice.” 


Whether non-fiction or fiction, I always write against the tide of a derailed, lost 
time.» 


Field report 25.11.2021 

Today, after a long search, I was to find a wingman. We started at the Alex. I don't 
like the place and the predominant crowd there. Two girls immediately blew me 
out. The Wing in spe immediately started acting like a teacher, but not a nice one. 
He talked a lot and questioned my abilities. Because of our conversation, there 
was no further approach. Then he went to a café because of the winter cold. I had 
been waiting for him for 50 minutes and was freezing much more without 
escaping to the warm. In the café he said I would not achieve my goals, at my age 
I would have to be very good to get on with girls, but I was a beginner without a 
good reference experience, and I would not have a good experience in my 
condition, so I could not learn to be better. The same vicious circle I've been in 
for 50 years! There will never be an escape from being incel. 

Even with older women, whom I don't find attractive, I'd have difficulties. Then 
he said he would daygame almost every day, but not with me because it wouldn't 
fit and he couldn't learn from me. He had judged me, just like women, by the first 
few minutes, in an unfavourable terrain. Instead of helping me, he dragged me 
down even further with his chatter. Women also discouragingly rejected me 
today, as my mood was smashed. 


So I was rejected in my own country by both pick-up guys and girls. For some, I 
was too old. For others I was too inexperienced or untalented. For yet more, it 
was probably all of the above. Those who report failing despite daily efforts are 
ridiculed by many of the successful few, even if they themselves have worked 
their way up with difficulty — albeit from a much less harrowing starting point. 


This soon also applied to the Inner Circle of the flirt teacher, whose two-week 
“immersion bootcamp” I attended in October. Access to the groups had been 
included in the price. He had announced a competition in which 1 point was 
awarded for each approach, 30 points for a seduction — according to one's own 
information, because it was not verifiable. Whoever managed the most points 
received a weekly prize. Astonishing success stories were reported. Honestly, I 
reported not a single success and a “flakerake” — that is, the proportion of girls 
who do not respond to messages or do not turn up for a meeting — of 100%. The 
day before Christmas, I was no longer allowed to access his groups on Facebook 
and Telegram. I had been kicked out without warning or notice. 
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t — The Inner Circle ‘a3 Gruppe beitreten 


That's the life of a male loser, while successful beneficiaries of the system of 
instinctive female choice screw the cute girls who reflexively reject the loser. The 
majority of excluded men are treated in a similarly empathy-less mean way by 
girls and profiteers alike. 
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Conclusions From Evolutionary Facts 


In contrast to emotional assumptions, which often form the basis of our view on 


questions of both sexes, and humanities, which start from vague concepts ultima- 
tely based on opinions, evolutionary biology and genetics make it possible to 
prove how and why both sexes have developed and react as they do. 


The existence of a male dominance hierarchy is a basic fact of life in humans and 
animals, brought about by female-driven sexual selection. Women never belong 
to it, do not need to fight for rank, and are never subject to male dominance, 
which exists only between men. There is biologically no dominance of men over 
women, neither in animals nor in humans. Women are the biologically dominant 
sex, exert sexual selection on men, they discriminate against men: this is not an 
oblique assertion, but an apt description of biology. 


For women, the male hierarchy is important because they decide whether to 
accept or reject a man according to his rank in it. That is why women maintain 
and monitor this order, are stricter than men when it comes to spotting cheaters 
who try to ascribe a higher rank to themselves than they deserve. Women do not 
want to get involved with braggarts who pretend to be more successful than they 
are. Because women never belong to the male dominance hierarchy, it is pointless 
for them to fight with men for rank. But if they do, and a man competes with 
them, the man loses status and prestige because he should have held back in such 
a situation.*’ These are all biological facts. See Steve Moxon, “The Woman 
Racket”. 


The same is true of an innately skewed perception that favours women because 
they could be mothers whose offspring were evolutionarily prioritised, and 
disadvantages men, the more so the lower their rank (and therefore the less they 
should reproduce). Again, this is a fact of biology and evolution, see Steve 
Moxon, “The Woman Racket”. 


Two conclusions can be drawn from the facts. These conclusions are important if 
we are to understand and properly deal with traditional cultures worldwide and in 
our past. 


7 This could also explain the astonishing passivity of men in the face of constant 


humiliation by feminism, besides skewed perception & preference for women, 
manipulation and feelings of guilt due to the erroneous assumption of former 
‘oppression of women’. 
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Men need high rank and prestige to escape discrimination by women. Men also 
need high rank and prestige to escape an innate skewed perception that particular- 
ly disadvantages men of low rank or prestige. In contrast, women are always 
favoured by a human innate prejudice. Therefore, it is pointless for women to 
compete with men for rank. 


This may seem strange in a feminist society and be fiercely contested. But it is an 
important truth that needs to be understood. Traditional cultures have by no 
means disadvantaged women, who have always been favoured. Part of this 
favouritism is innately preferential perceptions of women. To be treated fairly, 
men need high status. Otherwise they would be discriminated against by sexual 
selection, and likewise poorly perceived and treated by society, by men as well as 
women. 


The second implication of these facts of biology is a female monopoly to com- 
plain. 


In both humans and animals, males are intended to be the “filters of evolution” 
for genes. They do not reproduce without having attained a sufficiently high rank. 
They have to work hard or fight to achieve such a position, are exposed to 
difficult or dangerous situations where many fail. Only winners are selected. All 
men are subject to discrimination by women. Compared to animals, it is even 
worse in humans because we have an innately skewed perception that makes us 
perceive men more disadvantageously the lower their rank. 


That is why women are allowed to complain. Children are allowed to cry. 
Instinctively, everyone will jump up and help the child. Similarly, everyone will 
rush to help a mother, and women in general, because they are either mothers, or 
soon could be, or have been, or grandmothers. We do not ask whether their com- 
plaint is justified or not. It seems inevitable to help them in case of a complaint. 


Everyone keeps a close watch to see if a woman can find a seat on a train or bus; 
they will considerately let her pass, and her light handbag is often lifted into the 
overhead compartment by helpful cavaliers. These same cavaliers completely 
ignore the man who, overloaded by much heavier loads, almost collapses, 
looking for a place to put the load down. Most likely he is ignored, rather viewed 
with hostility for entering the vehicle with such heavy loads. Several times I have 
been greeted by people acting like bad-tempered police, wanting to see the 
luggage removed from the compartment without having a clue where it was 
supposed to go. The overburdened man is looked at askance or even snarled at as 
a troublemaker, while the woman with the light handbag is charmingly helped. If 
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the woman had heavy luggage, the willingness to help would be all the greater. 
These observable contrasts are the result of skewed human perception. 


Feminist ideology of all waves has greatly exploited this mechanism. As unfoun- 
ded as their basic assumptions, complaints and campaigns were and continue to 
be, as can be proven today, they have been accepted, aid given, and their false 
claims elevated to national and international doctrines governing our world. This 
is all because of female privilege, partly given biologically, partly by societies 
and cultures of all times all over the world. 


Men are evolutionarily “filters for genes”. They are not allowed to complain. 
Those who do lose prestige and rank, because male losers are not meant to repro- 
duce. Male losers are meant to be discriminated against and excluded, which is 
highly unjust. That is why men are expected to “fight like a man’. This is male 
competition, the intrasexual selection of biology. Men are expected to “take it 
like a man” when he loses. Again, this is intra-sexual selection of evolution. A 
man is not allowed to lament as children or women are allowed to. For a lament 
is an attempt to overcome the unjust foreseen exclusion.* 


This is why any man who complains is ridiculed and attacked by angry high- 
ranking men who fear losing the hard-earned fruits of their high rank, and why 
everyone ridicules him. This is a fundamental sex inequality, biologically given 
and reinforced by society: women are allowed to sue and are immediately helped, 
regardless of whether their desire is justified or not. All feminist waves have 
exploited this mechanism to the utmost. Men are not allowed to complain. It is 
their fate if they lose and they are supposed to accept it. Societies reinforce this 
principle. A man who tries to complain is seen as a revolutionary who wants to 
overthrow the sex order. He is fiercely repressed. He is treated like a dangerous 
threat — or ignored, or ridiculed as a “whining child”. 


As we can see, there is no balance of the sexes, no fair equality. It was unwise to 
base modern society on the concept of equality of the sexes because it is 
impossible for biological reasons. It is an illusion, unattainable utopia, and it 
disadvantages men. 


8 Male lamenting runs counter to the evolutionary sense of losing and is therefore 


fiercely suppressed. If it became practice that a male lament can be successful, the 
whole unjust system could collapse. That is why an example is furiously made of 
the writer who describes discrimination against men by women. Because if the 
oppression should ever fail, there could be imitators, which could trigger a 
revolution and cause the whole system of oppression to collapse. This explains 
toxic responses not only from feminist publishers and press agencies, but from 
society in general. 
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This consequence has far-reaching consequences: Women are allowed to sue, 
men are not. Feminism has systematically elevated such a monopoly on lawsuits 
to a principle and method. 

This is especially true where men are destined to be potential losers. Men are 
subject to sexual selection. Men are subject to male competition for male rank. 
Neither applies to women. Both produce male losers. But although consequently 
many men become losers, but not women, men are not allowed to sue, whereas 
women are. This is a fact of life that follows from biology. 


Feminism has exacerbated these problems, only exaggerating female sexual 
selection (“my choice!”) as much as the female privilege to sue, within the 
framework of their aberrant ideology declaring biologically dominant women 
‘victims’ of a fictitious ‘oppression’ that never existed — whereas real oppression 
of many male losers does exist (thus oppressed by feminists even more violently 
than before). 


Feminism has in fact enormously exacerbated existing oppression, as well as the 
real unjust disadvantage of many lower-ranking men. Feminism has increased 
unilateral sexual selection and determination power by women. “My body, my 
choice!” Neither men® nor the unborn have such a choice. Huge campaigns and 
mudslinging have been waged against an imaginary ‘rape culture’ even though 
the biological facts are that women discriminate against and exclude many men. 


Anyone who tried to talk about discrimination by women as a man like me was 
ridiculed and put down for decades, as were all my books on the subject. Feeling 
discriminated against was a prerogative of women for whom it was conceit due to 
their ideologically skewed worldview (and innately skewed perception). But a 
man who was actually discriminated against was indignantly gloated over, along 
with all his arguments and writings, even if they were better than celebrated 
feminist tracts. 

Feminists blamed an imaginary “power of patriarchy” or equally imaginary 
“male power’, when in reality the female sex is dominant, for biologically given 
reasons, and men are dependent on sexual selection by women, male dominance 
being strictly only between men, never over women.”! 


8° Fathers don't have a choice either, mothers do. 


Feminism was and is a classic conspiracy theory. Their “patriarchy” must work 
so secretly that they cannot explain it themselves — it is a disproved myth. But as 
in all points, feminists unjustly accuse others of what applies to themselves alone 
— such as spreading abstruse conspiracy theories. 
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Feminist campaigns twisted the facts into their opposite, thus exacerbating the 
real oppression and disadvantage of a majority of lower-ranking men. 


«Tuppy Owens: I Was Censored By Feminists 

Since the 1960s, Tuppy Owens has been a sexual libertarian: she has campaigned 
tirelessly for sexual freedom and set up groups that fight for sexual rights for 
disabled people... 

I expressed my concern with what was happening a great deal at the time 
(late 80’s, early 90’s) when women felt their genitals were rather like a 
trophy which would be shared only in very special circumstances. I watched 
women swagger around as if they held this precious object between their 
legs, not to be shared. “Where had the generosity gone? How sad it was for 
disabled men who would never live up to the required standards, and never 
get to taste their delicious pussies and share their pleasures.” 

Or something like that. Well, this paragraph was censored out, and I declared 
“I’ve been censored by Feminists Against Censorship!”. Sadly, things have 
got much worse now.»” (moronwatch) 


This has consequences for all areas of life. 


It also applies to literature, even fiction. If women write something offensive (or 
even something immoral), it easily becomes a hit book. If a man does the same, it 
will probably never be printed, and if it is, he will be ignored or called a 
‘chauvinist’. I can prove that.” Recently, a book I don't think is worth reading, 
“In 80 Orgasms Around the World” was featured in half a dozen long excerpts or 
reviews in one of Germany's two biggest weekly magazines (focus.de). I have not 
yet seen a book of this kind presented in such a prominent place in such a series 
of reviews. It is obvious,” that any man who wrote in a similar way about sex 
with many women worldwide as she does about sex with many men would be 
dismissed as an ‘evil chauvinist’ and would be fiercely opposed by feminists who 
would immediately start a huge campaign against such a man. (I have seen such 
campaigns on much lesser occasions). Such a book by a heterosexual man would 
usually not have been printed at all, or would have been dismissed as ridiculous 


*! Tt is a biological fact that in animals related to us, as in humans, dominance exists 


only between males, but not of males over females. 
http://moronwatch.net/2013/05/tuppy-owens-i-was-censored-by-feminists.html 

I cite other such cases and comparisons in other books, such as “No!” It's always 
the same game: women are allowed to bring it up, it gets printed and praised. Men 
are not allowed to, it is suppressed for decades, and then slated. 

Reader comments on focus.de pointed out that such a thing would be furiously 
put down in the case of a man. 
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and bad, or ignored, or violently slated and opposed — the usual radical double 
standard by sex. 


From the published excerpts, it is clear that there is no artistic value to her book. 


I can show that despite significantly higher artistic sophistication, any attempt by 
a male loser to publish about his discrimination by women has been ignored for 
decades, unfairly personalised low blows. His artistic achievement is, of course, 
spoiled and ridiculed. Certainly it is difficult to prove anything when it comes to 
matters of taste, but I am confident I can do it. So I have inserted stories in the 
style of Franz Kafka and others and developed my own styles. Although it 
remains a matter of taste, the standard is certainly higher than “Around the World 
in 80 Orgasms” and the concern is more important. 


We must keep in mind that a feminist, anti-male society will fiercely and furious - 
ly put down the ‘quality’ of male writers who go against its feminist values, 
whereas feminist women will be applauded with equal vigour. Conversely, there 
has not been even a microscopic remnant of the fairness of male cavaliers to- 
wards ladies in all these decades — quite the radical rage-screaming opposite. 


A female writer's book, lacking in content but paying homage to the feminist 
zeitgeist, has been made very popular. It becomes an undeserved box-office hit. 
The innovative book by a male victim of discrimination was never published in 
30 years and a publishing contract was broken 


If a woman were to report being discriminated against, society would immedia- 
tely jump up, help, apologise, and pass laws to ensure that this never happens 
again. Never. Politicians would make speeches. National and international laws 
and treaties would emerge. Constitutions would be amended to prescribe reme- 
dies — for something that never existed, only arose from false feminist percep ti- 
ons based on false premises that contradict the facts of biology. Incidentally, this 
would legally suppress human nature, destroy culture and destroy all compensa- 
tory mechanisms or even ban them altogether. 


If it were a woman, her book would be praised as a brilliant account by a female 
victim of injustice. Almost everyone would feel obliged to accept the message; 
and many would read the book. It might even become compulsory reading in 
universities or schools. Feminists would immediately jump on the bandwagon, 
celebrating their courage and contribution to “liberation”. Feminists would start a 
campaign. All this for an untrue, contrived cause based on false perception that 
contradicts the facts of life and biology. 
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However, if it is a man who experiences real problems and real discrimination, 
which is demonstrably an objective fact of life, provable with facts of biology, the 
opposite happens. He will be ignored. Probably for decades, until it is too late: 
too late for his life, which is almost over, too late for society, because the 
aberration is irreversible and the damage has long been done. No one will look. 
No one cares. At most, they will be taunted to “howl like a child”. 


Angry men and women will sneer that he should stop behaving like a child or 
pubescent and “finally grow up”, “behave like a man’. This is predictable. It has 
happened to me many times. Women are not treated like that. Otherwise, no 


feminist wave would ever have been accepted by society. 


Now I can refute the basic feminist claims. Women have always been privileged. 
Yet female complaints of ‘oppression’ were heard and believed, even though they 
were and are entirely untrue. 


Complaints by male losers, on the other hand, are justified and based on fact. It 
can be proven that many male losers have been discriminated against at all times. 
For over 60,000 years, only one man could reproduce to four or five women. It 
was probably like this for millions of years. At one time the ratio was as high as 1 
to 17! Male discrimination or oppression is real. Genetic engineering brought the 
truth to light; feminism, on the other hand, is based on myths invented by their 
own imagination. 


Yet when men try to complain, they are not heard. Instead, they are ignored, 
ridiculed, denigrated as ‘misogynists’ and so on. Whether they are fathers depri- 
ved of their children, or men discriminated against by female selection, or men 
suffering under the burden of having to provide for and work for privileged 
women, or whatever their legitimate complaint may be, men are ignored or 
ridiculed in a situation where women received praise and help. 


Accurate reports by men are dismissed as ‘rubbish’ because men are not allowed 
to complain. 

Constructed reports by women are praised as ‘works of art’? because women are 
allowed to complain. 


This applies to every area of society. The mechanisms must become known. Only 
when this becomes conscious is there a chance to change this injustice. Making it 


conscious enables change. There is no other way. 


This injustice must be stopped. 
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Alice Schwarzer, leading German feminist of the second wave, described as an 
‘awakening experience’ through which she became a feminist, a dance school ex- 
perience: in one of the dance lessons, boys were supposed to learn to ask girls to 
dance. By a rare coincidence, Alice Schwarzer remained seated without being 
asked. For a girl, this was so unusual that her fuses blew, she felt ‘disadvantaged’ 
and offended as a woman. This cause to become a feminist and a lesbian is ab- 
surd because in real life, due to sexual selection, it is the everyday experience of 
men to be passed over, to be rejected, to be supernumerary in nightlife. Because 
women choose, not men. Alice Schwarzer has managed — as is usual with femi- 
nists — to interpret things exactly the wrong way round, subjectively feeling false- 
ly discriminated against, although it is she herself and women who discriminate 
against men en masse in the same way every day. Many women cannot tolerate 
being treated even exceptionally, just once, the way they systematically treat men 
every day, and then they snap. What would happen if men reacted like Alice 
Schwarzer because of every rejection? 


Traditional societies gave men prestige and rank, which helped them escape the 
prejudice against lower-ranking men. This means women were favoured in per- 
ception and treatment, but the prejudice against men was mitigated and reduced 
to a tolerable level. Feminism has destroyed all traditional means of improving 
the balance of the sexes. Feminism has caused the greatest imbalance by exag ge- 
rating disadvantages of men and privileges of women to an intolerable extreme. 
They have by no means brought about more ‘equality’, which is utopian, because 
they have misunderstood the basic facts of life. 


This injustice must be ended. It is not enough to dismantle feminism, to revive 
previous culture in a new form. 


«Of 187 Liibeck salvage drivers, for example, only 82 had a wife, i.e. less than 
half (see below).» (Dagmaer M. H. Hemmie, Ungeordnete Unzucht) 


Ancient culture also oppressed many men, though less radically than feminist 
society, which interprets and does everything the wrong way round with full 
force. More than half of salvage drivers were considered unmarriageable 
throughout their lives, or not rank or wealthy enough to be considered as grooms; 
women do not know such a problem; it is enough to be female and of fertile age. 


«Poverty was also a limiting factor in marriage: poorly paid wage labourers, 


journeymen and farmhands were just as ineligible for marriage as were 
descendant, heirless brothers.» (mittelalter-lexikon) 


°° https:/Awww.mittelalter-lexikon.de/wiki/Ehe 
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In 1816, a scientific study still shows that the motive for obtaining the master's 
degree was the ability to marry because of a secure income; this was only deman- 
ded of men in order to be allowed to marry and procreate, but never of women. 
Many men were and are oppressed. 


«{ 1816] “The real reason for his request is rather the intended marriage. ...” 

In view of this, we will be able to assume that the interest in becoming 
marriageable through mastery was one of the most important moments that 
brought about the high number of proletarian small and sole masters in the first 
half of the century.» (Masamichi Takagi, The passing on of business and rights in 
the Innsbruck shoemaker's trade from the 16th to the 19th century) 


Philosophy and science have ignored this for centuries. Not only today's feminist 
propaganda research in tendency subjects is exclusively concerned with the 
female point of view, with preferred women being celebrated as victims. 
Traditional view, fiercely opposed by feminists, also blatantly favoured women 
because of the evolutionary instinctive preference for women: 


«The Question of Women in the Middle Ages 

by Karl Buicher 

We can never give back the best that women give us, and if I give this little book 
to you, dear good Mama, I know that it will not pay off the debt of gratitude to 
which I must confess. ... These thoughts were first expressed in a lecture I gave to 
educated women and men on 28 March 1882 in the Liebig Lecture Hall in 
Munich.» (Tiibingen 1910) 


Debt of gratitude characterised the traditional man Biicher 1882 to 1910. 


«The “Question of Women” is generally accepted to be a contemporary question 
of such a peculiarly modern character ... 

As far as this statistical disproportion is concerned, it is a well-known fact that in 
almost all European countries the number of boys among the new-born predomi- 
nates, but that through the rapid death of male children the ratio of numbers bet- 
ween the two sexes balances itself out until about the age of 17 or 18. ... Wars and 
emigration, as well as the disadvantageous consequences of certain occupations, 
reduce the number of men between the ages of 18 and 30 to such an extent that 
almost suddenly, around the age of 20, the initial predominance of the male sex 
changes into a predominance of the female sex. The results of the disadvantage- 
ous effects mentioned above are particularly unfavourable in the sex structure of 
the German population. According to the 1900 census, there are already 1012 
women per 1000 men in the age groups between 20 and 25 years; in the age 


°° — https://www.gutenberg.org/files/60062/60062-h/60062-h.htm 
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group over 20 years there are 1064 women per 1000 men. This observation is 
even more unfavourable if we take into account that the marriage age of men is 
normally about five years higher than that of women.» (Karl Biicher, The 
Question of Women in the Middle Ages, 1910) 


Neither his compassion nor his book care about what he calls the “rapid death of 
male children” — a downright cynical expression that in itself says a lot about the 
failure of empathy towards male losers. In typical fashion, it bemoans the lot of 
the favoured. Yet his view is traditional, inciting feminists to rage like a red rag to 
a bull in the arena. The rage over this book, the exposure of the fact of men's 
oppression, is even more fierce. 


“Wars and emigration, as well as the adverse consequences of some occupations, 
so greatly reduce the number of men already between the ages of 18 and 30” that 
the lecture in 1882 and the book in 1910 lamented the consequences for women. 
We even find in traditional men around 1900 a precursor of the feminist mischief 
of presidential candidate Hillary Clinton, who declared that the main victims of 
war are women because their husbands, brothers or sons die in battle. Similarly, 
feminists whined when the Corona epidemic killed mostly men, claiming that 
women bore the brunt. Such aberration is a consequence of the evolutionary 
mechanisms described in this book, which favour women in perception, but 
exclude and consequently suppress male losers. 


Already around 1900, the empathy gap towards men was large, even from a 
traditional non-feminist point of view. In 1910, the author Karl Biicher lamented 
the poor numerical ratio of the sexes. Because more men died, the slight excess 
of boys over girls at birth was reversed, so that in monogamy, mathematically, not 
every girl could find a boy to marry. Although the difference is very small, this is 
seen as a problem, even the crux of the women's question. If, on the other hand, a 
majority of men, such as the majority of salvage drivers or journeymen, crafts- 
men, are considered unmarriageable because they had not risen high enough to be 
able to afford a family from society's point of view, then there is no social reacti- 
on at all. The systemic problems of men who have to overcome evolutionary 
hurdles, which are orders of magnitude more severe, are of no interest. No one 
wrote books about the question of men in the Middle Ages, modern times and the 
present because InCel exists. That does not grieve. This enormous inequality in 
our perception and feeling is the central problem. Only such skewed perception 
has allowed privileged women to feel disadvantaged in many feminist waves. 


«In the German states and cities, the standards of marriageability varied, but they 
were always set very high... In the late Middle Ages, young men had a fifty-fifty 
chance of being allowed to marry. In rural areas, where inheritance law was not 
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based on real division but on the so-called ‘principal heir right’, only the heir to 
the farm could marry.»*’ (evangelisch) 


The above was, mind you, a text from today's official churches, which have been 
strongly influenced by feminist, green and leftist infiltration since 1968, and 
which attracted attention at the Kirchentag with vulva paintings and similar femi- 
nist kerfuffle. If, according to the church's account, young men in the late Middle 
Ages only had a half-and-half chance of finding a bride, in some rural areas even 
less, we need not be surprised if, as a result of wars, deaths at work and marital 
infidelity, genetic analysis found only one father for every 4 or 5 mothers who 
successfully reproduced and can be traced in today's human gene pool. 


The emotional unwillingness to deal with the subject, the rejection that male 
losers face, the disinterest with which writings and books about male losers are 
treated, are at the core of the problem. Mockery and ridicule of this book, like the 
fierce slating campaign of an anarchist rote = | documented in a later chapter, are 
an expression of the very oppression that this book is about. Rote = i demon- 
strated it in an exemplary manner. In capital letters he tried to shout down the 
idea that men could be oppressed. One must not think that, certainly not say it. It 
is considered a monstrosity that triggers angry reactions of oppression. People 
like rote = i don't realise that by trying to shout down any hint that men are op- 
pressed, they are involuntarily demonstrating that very oppression themselves. 


Only very rarely do we find isolated literary observations. 


«I think of all the often very sad conversations with the bachelors from my 
father's generation ... I think of an old schoolmate whom I had liked for his 
intellect ... who now lived in seclusion with his mother in a wonderfully well- 
kept house and wrote on the stable door in chalk the day his calves were born and 
the girls' names he had given them.» (Bourdieu, Bachelor's Ball, ,,Junggesellen- 
ball”, 2008) 


My books describe the situation since the 1980s. 


7 https://www.evangelisch.de/inhalte/85859/02-07-2013/eine-kurze- 
kulturgeschichte-der-ehe 
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Basic Errors Of Western Civilisation 


Introduction: Beginnings 


Let's look at the problem circle: hostility towards men, dissolution of culture, 
wrong assumptions and conceptualisations in issues of the sexes. 


The problems are made possible by innately skewed perceptions of sex relations: 
women appear worthy of protection even when they demand unjust and harmful 
things; women appear weak and in need of help even when they clearly and con- 
sequentially dominate. Men are seen more negatively, the lower their “rank” or 
standing, which also particularly affects “opponents” (later dissenters) and out- 
siders. 


Beginnings of such problems seem to have already emerged with Christianisation 
in antiquity. 


How do new religions, epochs or ideologies try to assert themselves? Reflection 
suggests a basic pattern often repeated in Western civilisation. 


Those who are comfortable with their old, previous culture, religious or philoso- 
phical outlook have little reason to be attracted to a new religion or ideology, es- 
pecially if it rejects and denies ancient traditions, structures and obligations — as 
early Christians did, for example. Like other cultures and epochs in general, the 
ancient world knew structures concerning the sexes that are unknown to us and 
therefore largely incomprehensible because they were already swept away and 
maligned by Christianisation. 


Those who were supported by previous culture, the complementarity of the sexes, 
the ancient forms of interaction of masculinity and femininity in family and 
society, had little reason to be attracted by a radical current whose disciples, for 
example, ran away from parents, families, wives and children to find their 
salvation in the new community of faith. That the ancient family and ancient sex 
relations were weakened or abolished by the call to early Christians to leave their 
families and follow the preacher of faith is obvious. While this changed as 
Christianity matured and became a power, the break with antiquity had happened 
and could not be undone. The old structures were (partly) lost, new ones had to 
develop first. 


Later upheavals and revolutions also attacked the naturally evolved culture. Many 
structures that united people were lost in the respective upheaval, whether this 
upheaval was conversion to a new religion, ideology or the spiritual system of a 
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new epoch. Therefore, the processes of Christianisation, the early modern era, the 
saddle period of the Enlightenment, the Industrial Revolution and the nation state, 
colonialism, and finally feminism are similar. Even movements critical of Islam 
function according to a similar pattern: the most evil “women's oppression” is 
smelt at the opponent, whereas men of those “opposing” groups are portrayed as 
sinister, dangerous or tyrannical. It does not occur to them that their own side 
might have a problem with skewed vision, glorification of women and negative 
view of men — but this comment is in no way meant to justify foreign men taking 
our girls, our money and ultimately our land like immigrants to America from the 
indigenous population. 


In order to expand their own power or to find new followers, the old culture is 
demonised. “Look how cruel and tyrannical the pagans are!” One attributes 
injustice to them, whereby the attribution of alleged oppression of women lends 
itself because it corresponds to innately skewed perception. Only one's own 
culture and customary society are considered good, normal and just, for no better 
reason than because one is used to it. All others are subject to the suspicion that 
results from skewed perception: “tyrannical” men, “oppressed” women. The 
same mechanism of perception makes us idealise past feminisms, see them as 
justified. But this pattern of thinking seems to have emerged from conflict, as 
black propaganda against an enemy that should be defeated. 


It is an effective propaganda tool for turning people away from the old culture, 
while at the same time enhancing one's own followers. “Look how much better 
you are than the barbarians!” [During the First World War, for example, black 
war propaganda was used against Germans, who were portrayed as barbarians; a 
false suspicion of raping a woman was exploited for propaganda]. This prevents 
discontent among one's own followers by making them believe that the 
opponents are much worse than all the suffering that followers of a radical, 
inexperienced current have to expect. The loss of previous traditions, culture with 
its mutuality of people and sexes creates an inner emptiness that has to be 
drowned out with glaring images of the enemy. Inner disputes can also be hidden 
by common enemy images such as that of the allegedly tyrannical man. 


The slander of the opponent is not only meant to recruit new supporters, but also 
to strengthen one's own unstable society. In men, strong cavalier instincts are 
appealed to and exploited, in women feelings of consternation. They are outraged 
by the supposedly “bad fate” of their sisters, whether among the “heathens” of 
Christianisation, whom the new faith was supposed to subdue, or the “foreign 
peoples” and “savages” of early modern times and colonialism, which could ju- 
stify conquering foreign lands to bring them Christianity and “civilisation”, thus 
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subjugating and taming men defamed as “tyrannical”, “liberating” women de- 
famed as “oppressed” into the colonial system. 


The “previous eras” played a similar role in the Saddle Age, when the Enlighten- 
ment and the nation state reached for power, for which the previous powers were 
defamed in black propaganda: Men, Natural Law and the Ancien Régime. The 
idea of a “sinister patriarchy” and “evil oppression of women” emerged, attribu- 
ted to previous eras of history and to man's “natural state”. Men of the opposed 
order were portrayed as tyrannical, the previous culture and the traditional natural 
law were also made contemptible. The point is clear: opponents are smeared; 
whoever wants to escape social ostracism must declare allegiance to the new 
rulers and the new order, submit to the nation state and its laws, which displace 
age-old traditions and culture. Natural culture thus disappears with every new law 
with which the state consolidates its power over people, regulates their lives ever 
more strictly in all private details, and thus, quite incidentally, displaces its 
greatest competitor, evolved cultural traditions. 


Feminism has once again radicalised this black propaganda, which is common 
during cultural upheavals in the Occident, and made it a principle and an end in 
itself. For the first time, it was not only the men of the era being fought against, 
of the old faith, of the foreign countries not yet conquered, of the enemy of war, 
who were defamed, but the man and masculinity itself. This step into sex racism 
is the innovation of feminism. Moreover, feminism invented the conspiracy 
theory of a ‘patriarchy’ that has always ruled in secret in an unfathomable way. 


The perception of supposed injustice is a propaganda success of a revolutionary 
group in the struggle against the previous culture. The fairy tale of oppressed 
women was probably already prepared in the struggle of the early Christians 
against ancient culture and ‘pagans’. Other world views, philosophies or ideolo- 
gies were able to adopt this method and ‘develop’ it further. Hatred of men also 
arises from such propaganda, which defames men of the pagans, later of the 
“savages”, then of foreign “uncivilised” peoples and of earlier “unenlightened” 
epochs as cruel and tyrannical. 


Kucklick's book cites blatant examples of such attributions to foreign peoples 
already in early modern times. Such attitudes may have been a fundamental 
element of colonialism. 


Together with self-attributed superiority, they justified subjugating the world and 
‘civilising’ or ‘improving’ it, or ‘freeing it from a yoke’. Feminism is the last ex- 
aggeration of this aberration, which began with religious propaganda of superio- 
rity, increased to colonialism, and culminated in feminism. 
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But this new stage has it all. Before, demonising men and cultures of competing 
religions, cultures, civilisations, peoples or epochs was only an evil, dangerous 
and momentous means of slander for another purpose. The actual opponent was 
not men or culture per se, but other religions, cultures or epochs, which were 
defamed with low blows of black propaganda. Due to an evolutionary biological- 
ly proven skewed perception that makes us perceive women more positively and 
as more worthy of protection, however the circumstances actually are, but men 
more negatively, and especially negatively those of low “rank” and standing — i.e. 
for example men of foreign and fought religion, civilisation or epoch — it is men, 
not women, who are hit with such slander. 


Feminism has now turned an evil defamation ploy for other purposes into a 
principle and an ideology. For now it is not men of “fought eras or cultures” who 
have been defamed, but men as sex and masculinity in general, not a past or other 
culture, but culture in general, worldwide, the principle of culture itself, every 
way of forming a mutuality out of the difference of the sexes that gives human 
warmth. 


Just as anti-Semitism is old but acquired a new, hitherto unknown quality with 
the National Socialists, the defamation of men and culture has not been invented 
by feminism, but it has been raised to a new, extreme level. 


Traditional structures as described by ethnology differ from those handed down 
by religions. Ethnological structures are diverse and flexible, naturally grown and 
handed down through habit, but not ordered, whereas religious structures are 
based not only on handed-down habits but also on commandments and prohibiti- 
ons. Such regulations restrict diverse culture, but strengthen the remaining 
cultural stock. 
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Feminist Coinage Of “Men's Studies” 


Christoph Kucklick's book ,,Das unmoralische Geschlecht” (““The Immoral Sex’”’) 


demonstrates how, since the “saddle period” around 1800, anti-male views have 
become massively widespread, fundamental consensus and canon. Other names 
for this time of change would be the epoch of enlightenment, the replacement of 
the ancien régime by the nation state, natural law by conscious planning of the 
world, the industrial and French revolution. 


«The wild man always shows his worst side in Iselin. He is false, fickle, gullible, 
audacious, cowardly, indolent, at least when he is not waging war. He is “impal- 
pable” against everything beautiful, has a “spirit of destruction” and a penchant 
for drinking and superstition. (Iselin 1768, 244, 260, 204) ... She appears, as it 
were, as the antithesis of the sensual-tyrannical man, as a figure of light in the 
dark realm of instincts. For women have “merits”: 

“Tt is also true, however, that among all peoples women mature into sensible 
occupations sooner than men.... They observe the nature and relations of things 
much more readily and eagerly; their memory retains them much better; they 
compare them much more readily, and they draw general concepts from their 
perceptions with far greater skill”. (Iselin 1768: 259) 

Behind this idea lay conventional psychological assumptions of the time. Iselin 
explicitly referred to authorities such as Sulzer, Mendelssohn and Baumgarten.» 
(Christoph Kucklick, ,,Das unmoralische Geschlecht’, p. 44 — 45) 


His sources show more than his book: it is not only anti-male views that appear, 
but false assumptions that Kucklick's book and the “men's studies” he cites share. 


These include false assumptions about sex relations, the false claim that men are 
the biologically dominant sex, misapplication of principles such as “equality” to 
unequal sexes where female dominance is biologically predetermined but male 
counterbalance is hard-earned and much more unstable, and misinterpretation of 
difference as arising from (in addition male) power. Volume 1 “Culture and The 
Sexes” proves that female sexual selection has indeed created sex differences and 
cultural difference, that women are the dominant sex not only because of this 
selection, and that difference expresses neither power nor disadvantage but is an 
indispensable building block of human culture, just as differentiation of sounds is 
a necessary building block of language. 


The book cycle “The Two Sexes” refutes these fundamental errors first of Western 
civilisation, then in radically exaggerated form of feminist ideology. 


185 


The sources show more in other respects as well: all of this is already evidenced 
in the early modern period, before what he calls the “saddle period”. 


«Im hypothetischen Naturzustand bei Hobbes herrscht weitgehende Ge- 
schlechtergleichheit (Hansen 1993, Biirgin 1998, Jamieson 1996), gerade sie 
diente ihm als Grundlage fiir seine Kritik am Patriarchat. .. Hobbes erwahnte 
ausdriicklich die Méglichkeit, daB ,,der Vater der Mutter unterthan” sein 
kénne... Auch John Locke konzipierte seine beiden Abhandlungen iiber die 
Regierung explizit gegen das /von ihm bereits unterstellte] traditionelle Patri- 
archat und postulierte die Gleichheit der Geschlechter im Naturzustand. 


In Hobbes' hypothetical state of nature, gender equality prevails to a large 
extent (Hansen 1993, Biirgin 1998, Jamieson 1996), and it was precisely this that 
served as the basis for his critique of patriarchy. ... Hobbes explicitly 
mentioned the possibility of “the father being subject to the mother”.... John 
Locke also explicitly conceived his two treatises on government against 
traditional patriarchy [which he insinuated] and postulated the equality of the 
sexes in the state of nature.» (Christoph Kucklick, Das unmoralische Ge- 
schlecht, p. 46, /my comment/) 


Fundamental errors and false assumptions that contradict the findings of modern 
science, such as ethnology, can thus already be found in Thomas Hobbes (1588 — 
1679) and John Locke (1632 — 1705). Both falsely assume sex equality in the 
“state of nature”, based on their own worldview, in ignorance of today's scientific 
facts. Both assume a fictitious male power, a fictitious patriarchy, and see this in a 
negative way. Both also show the mechanism described above of portraying the 
previous order badly (for this purpose as patriarchy) and attributing a negative 
male power to it in order to hold up against it a new, self-invented order that is 
considered better and that is supposed to replace the old one. 


Note also the inner contradiction that on the one hand men appear as ‘evil’ and 
‘wild’ in the primordial state, needing to be ‘civilised’, but on the other hand ‘sex 
equality’ is attributed to the primordial state, interpreted as good and the goal. 


The attribution to men of the earlier epoch is already negatively coloured. This 
error and the resulting mental short-circuit, which overlooks or interprets away 
natural sex complementation and difference and portrays the man in the state of 
nature as bad, could possibly have precursors in early Christian thinking, where- 
by the “bad wild man” would become the “sinful pagan’, attributions such as 
“cruelty” would be common to both. Equally common to both eras and views 
would be to see rival cultures or currents (or the pagans) in a distorted way, in 
which only crass, one-sided distorted images are given about allegedly cruel male 
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despots among tribes all over the world (or pagan men), and equally allegedly 
cruelly oppressed women. “The Immoral Sex” cites a number of such blatantly 
defamatory attributions from early modern times as well as from the saddle 
period. 


The fact is that women are preferred everywhere (Martin van Creveld, The 
Preferred Sex) and women are the dominant sex (“Culture and The Sexes”). 


The tendency of already early modern philosophers before the turning point at the 
end of the 18th century is only partially recognised by Christoph Kucklick, as he 
himself is embedded in feminist tradition, as part of which he describes his book: 


«The text thus sees itself as a cultural studies gender study in the best sense of 
the word: as part of an “uncertainty science” that attempts to rob what is 
supposedly self-evident of its self-evidence. It is only conceivable on the basis 
of several decades of women's and gender studies and considers itself a 
continuation of this tradition. 

In the course of gender studies, all aspects of sex have been completely 
denaturalised. ... This is inescapable.» (Christoph Kucklick, The Immoral Sex, 


p. 33) 


Feminist ideology is openly declared to be the basis of men's studies, including 
Kucklick's book. Biological facts such as sex differences are already strictly and 
bindingly denied in the prerequisites of the subject for all time. Science outside of 
that tendency research based on deliberately “feminine” “subjectivity” (both by 
its own admission, its own principles, by no means an ‘attribution’ of others), 
which is biased according to its own theoretical foundations (see “Critique of Fe- 
minist Ideologie”, chapter Objectivity), no longer exists at all. Objective science 
has died out. Thus, there is a state of emergency here as well. All subjects created 
on the basis of feminist ideology must be wound up and replaced by real science. 
Chapter 4 of “Culture And The Sex” may offer an approach to this. All ideolo- 
gues who have never been scientists must be dismissed from science. The con- 
structional error of Western civilisation, which manifested itself, among other 
things, in precursors of feminist views hostile to men, defamatory perceptions of 
other cultural directions and epochs, must be remedied. 


Even apparent “critique of feminism” is explicitly firmly founded on decades of 
feminist ideological ‘science’, is thus based on false assumptions and an ideologi- 
cal worldview in which even the terms are tendentious, false, approximately the 
opposite of the truth. 


187 


Everything “sexual” is described as “completely denatured” — this is also pure 
ideology, in contradiction to modern biology, which proves an increasing 
abundance of natural sex differences. These are not only flatly and categorically 
denied, but this denial is also to be made binding for all times: “This is ines- 
capable.” Such dogmatic, almost missionary resistance to facts of biology seems 
quite feminist and it is. Such male research is a faithful branch of feminism, even 
if good material is sometimes found. This branch of feminism should also be 
discontinued and refounded as a cultural science, free of ideology. 


“Continuation” of feminist principles as “tradition”! Unbelievable that a radical 
ideology is not only accepted by “serious” science, but taken as “foundation” and 
“tradition”. This ideological haunting must be completely cleared away in scien- 
ce. 

“Inescapable” — that is the tone of radical cultural revolution, which does not 
want to allow its — false — principles to be “deceived”. Conversely: the false 
principles must be removed without residue. Ideology has no place in science. 
The trendism of the last decades belongs in the dustbin of history just as much as 
the racial mania of the Nazi era. 


Even feminist institutions write of “women's/men's/sexes* research”, so that 
“men's research” is a lineal part of the feminist ideology system. Like all feminist 
subjects, it is based on anti-scientific principles and false assumptions, as was 
shown in “Critique of Feminist Ideology” on the basis of authoritative “science- 
theoretical” feminist foundational works. Therefore, all these subjects should be 
abolished and replaced by a new, objective cultural studies and studies of the 
sexes to be founded, with no overlap in terms or content, method or personnel. 
Also the questions were already wrong and must not be taken over. 


«MARTA PRESS is interested in manuscripts from new and experienced 
authoresses. 

For the non-fiction and specialist book series “Substance”, offers of scripts, 
master's and diploma theses as well as dissertations from the following fields are 
welcome: 

Women's / Men's / Gender — Research, Gender and Queer Studies, History, 
Cultural, Media and Literary Studies, History of Science. 

Furthermore we publish 

non-fiction books on (queer / feminist) social criticism 

Literature on/about (sub)cultures ...» 


Men's studies falls into the same ideological category as feminism, gender, queer 
and ‘social criticism’ and ‘social critique’, which can only go in one direction: the 
wrong direction, that of a destructive cultural revolutionary dictatorship. 
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MARTA PRESS ist an Manuskripten 
von Neu-Autorinnen und erfahrenen Autorinnen interessiert. 


Fur die Sach- und Fachbuch-Reihe «Substanz» sind Angebote von 
Scripten, Master- und Diplomarbeiten sowie Dissertationen 
aus folgenden Bereichen erwinscht: 
Frauen-/Manner-/Geschliechter/*-forschung, 

Gender und Queer Studies, 

Geschichte, Kultur-, Medien- und Literaturwissenschaften, 
Wissenschaftsgeschichte 


Desweiteren ver6ffentlichen wir 


- Sachbicher zu (queer-/feministischer) Gesellschaftskritik 
- Literatur zu/Uber (Sub)Kulturen, Kunst & Fashion 


- Kataloge und Sachbiicher in den Reihen FemArt 
bzw. Naive, Art Brut und Outsider Art 


- Fachliteratur sowie kiinstlerische Auseinandersetzungen 
Zu psychischer, physischer und sexualisierter Gewalt 
und deren Traumatisierungsfolgen; 

- Literatur zu Holocaust! Shoah/ Nationalsozialismus/ Emigration/ Exil: 
- belletristische, biografische und Sachliteratur zu 
psychischen Erkrankungen; 
lebensbedrohlichen Erkrankungen wie Krebs etc.; 
extremen Lebenssituationen, 

Trauer und Tod. 

- biografische Literatur (Reihe Nahaufnahmen) 

- zeitgendssische Gegenwartsliteratur wie Romane, Erzahlungen (Reihe Bellevue) 
- Krimis/ Thriller 


The fatal feminist error of misinterpreting sex difference as power is also funda- 
mental to the new “men's studies”, which are supported by ardent feminist pub- 
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lishers as much as queer, gender, feminist propaganda studies. Thus “men's 
studies” are part of feminism but not an opposition or counter-movement: 


«Men's studies in particular, which became established in the 1990s fol- 
lowing feminism and gender studies ... “are directed towards a power-theore- 
tical analysis of the position of men in gender relations. All representatives of 
‘critical’ men's studies agree on this focus.” (Meuser 1998: 93) They assume 
that in the relationship between the sexes, masculinity basically marks the 
position of privilege and control. The difference between the sexes is socially 
reproduced as the dominance of the masculine, and the point is to show how 
difference is produced in and through dominance. (Meuser 1998: 117, cf. 
Carver 2014: 2)» (Kucklick, ibid, p. 21) 


As usual with feminist tracts, every single sentence of the quote contains so many 
serious errors, fundamentally wrong assumptions, that it takes time to correct 
even a few sentences. Pretty much every assertion is false, contradicting basic 
facts of biology, ethnology and so on. Every sentence is feminist propaganda, 
which some men, confused by it, now take as a basis for seeking their “own” 
position — a sheer hopeless aberration. 


Fundamentally, women are privileged: Feminism, Meuser and Kucklick claim the 
opposite of both biological and historical facts. 


Basically, biologically there is no male power over women, but vice versa. These 
are facts of biology against which feminists as well as feminist men's studies are 
“fact-resistant”. Historically, societies of all times have favoured women and bur- 
dened men more. 


A power-theoretical analysis is already wrong in its approach. Complementary 
structures are the exact opposite, abstract carriers of meaning like the phonemes 
of language, and a system of exchange. Both language and culture are only 
possible because of binary opposites that have nothing to do with power. With the 
feminist approach of misinterpretation as power, nothing sensible can ever come 
out of such unscience. It is the wrong intellectual powers that are established in 
universities today. I would reject a title from such a university as an insult. 


In essential areas such as selection and reproduction, the female sex has biologi- 
cal control. Attribution of control to masculinity is feminist ideological folly, 
nonsense in its very inception, something that should never have been accepted at 
a university. 
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Conflating difference with dominance is just as crazy as trying to interpret the 
phonemes of language as power relations. Whether feminist or socialist in 
motivation, this is crass ideology that has no place at university or in research. 
Objective, objective, value-free analysis — that is science. The programme quoted 
above, on the other hand, is pure ideology. 


Those who call themselves ‘critical’ uncritically adopt feminist errors and belong 
to the ideological corona. Volume | has shown on the basis of real science — in- 
cluding ethnology — that difference does not mean dominance, but has an im- 
portant universal function, and that dominance, if it existed, lay with women. At 
all times, women were and are privileged and biologically dominant. The above 
quotations clearly show that “men's studies”, which has had a hard time in the do- 
minant women-centred feminist ideology, is itself firmly grounded in feminist 
tradition and view, and therefore unable to lead out of this error and closed world 
view. 


On top of that, age-old errors of Western civilisation are perpetuated, which have 
been the basis of an image hostile to men as well as momentous errors, partly 
since Christianisation, partly since the early modern era, and further intensified in 
the time of the Enlightenment: Wrong assumptions about prehistory, wrong 
assessment of the dominance relations between the sexes, wrong interpretation of 
difference, as well as wrong application of the principle of “equality” to unequal 
sexes, in which the biological dominance of women is predetermined and cannot 
be abolished, thus shaping the state of supposed “equality”, which in fact means 
extreme imbalance. 


In “Culture And The Sexes” it was shown that women are dominant, not men, 
that difference does not reflect power, nor disadvantage, but has a similarly fun- 
damental meaning as the distinction of sounds in language, on which our ability 
to speak is based. This book series is meant to be a refoundation of real science, 
in the tradition of objective research as it existed before the feminist waves. 


Today's men's research, on the other hand, is obviously often heavily loaded with 
feminism: It involves men in this ideology instead of rejecting the ideology and 
working out a new foundation on correct premises and ideology-free questions, 
concepts and views. At least, this is true for the “established” men's studies 
mentioned in the above quote from Kucklick's book. 


Feminist waves have militantly radicalised an old construction error of civilisa- 
tion, a “colonial” error, and used it to found a totalitarian ideological dictatorship. 
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The attempt to refound it, without the basic errors of civilisation and ideology 
discussed in this chapter, has unfortunately gone largely unnoticed so far. 

This series of books appears at least a generation too late to establish a better 
non-feminist alternative in the genuine tradition of real science, and thus 
ideology-free sex and cultural studies. 
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Mistakes of Western Civilisation and Their Consequences 


Grossly negative images of men and the glorification of women characterised 


Western civilisation long before the first feminist waves, which ultimately fully 
exploited the destructive potential of skewed perception and the resulting false 
philosophical models. 


Feminism, contrary to popular belief, did not arise out of a state of disenfranchi- 
sement, but sprang from a proliferation of age-old female privileges, joined by 
new ones, until growing imbalance tipped the scales altogether. 


Since the Romantic era, we have been overwhelmed by one wave of youth 
cultures after another. Why since the Romantic era? Why is it that since that time 
at the beginning of the 19th century, traditional culture no longer has any binding 
power, tends to scare young people off and forces them to seek identity outside 
traditional forms? 


The question can be answered. First of all, the usual false answer: it is usually 
pointed out that even in the animal kingdom, unprotected young males break 
away from their mother and father in order to fight for a place in the world, to 
work out a place for themselves with humans. Rebellion against the father is, so 
to speak, a prerequisite for becoming an adult and a man. 


But this explanation does not hold. When fathers were stronger (or less weak than 
today), such rebellion did not exist. Cultures gave young people the means to 
grow up and find a place in the community. Cultures gave identity. Only lack of 
or crumbling of identity triggered rebellions. All youth movements were looking 
for guiding principles, answers, identity. Although the time of change from being 
a dependent child to being an independent adult is the time of rebellion, the 
occasion for having to look for new ways instead of growing comfortably into a 
cultural offer is precisely the lack of masculine, paternal and boyish identity. This 
is illustrated by the point in time when an archetype of youth movements, 
romanticism, emerged. 


«Crisis at the end of the 18th century 

... Perhaps Romanticism can best be understood as the first German youth 
and protest movement... Outstanding authors were, first and foremost, Schelling 
with his natural philosophy» (Peter Groth) 


1800 is the “saddle time” according to Kucklick's book “The Immoral Sex”. 


8 http://www.in-output.de/AKE/akerom.html 
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«The other Sex, the Better sex» (Erhard Valentin Sprengel, 1798, secret Prussian 
war councillor, from: Kucklick, The Immoral Sex) 


«No sooner are men released from the supervision of women than the animal 
reappears, the selfish being of the past. Separated from women, says Alexander, 
men become the “crudest and most uncultivated of animals”, they neglect their 
education in every respect.... Women, on the other hand, who live apart from men 
lose nothing ... of their peacefulness and sociability.» (another quote from those 
saddle days, from: Kucklick, The Immoral Sex, p. 83 - 84) 


The paradox is this: In the complementary structures of traditional cultures, 
which were largely abolished by modernity and the Enlightenment, people are 
much less raised selfish or self-centered, but part of an exchange. Only “capitalist 
modernity”, which elevated the market and economy to sole power, consciously 
used human egoism as an organising principle, precisely by abolishing all consi- 
deration for “old-fashioned cultural prejudices”. It is exactly the other way round: 
the more structurally poor or even sex-neutral a society is, the more uninhibitedly 
egoisms develop, indeed, children do not even learn to become part of a responsi- 
ble mutuality. The view of modernity is extremely skewed here because it is 
biased and wants to eliminate the ancient, naturally grown culture. To do this, it 
uses hatred of men because men represent the old society they want to displace, 
and the reference to instinctive helpfulness for women is exploited by characte- 
rising women as victims, which is supposed to make every “decent” person sup- 
port the ideology of modernity — or later feminism. 


«In the writings of the Enlightenment thinkers the foundation of this thinking was 
laid, the foundation of Negative Andrology. ... Something other than the cruel 
man and the tyrannised woman rarely appears on the edge of the natural pano- 
rama.» (Kucklick, The Immoral Sex, p. 56) 


Admittedly, hatred of men and excessive preference for women are older. My 
books and articles traced it back to the time of Christianisation, to Roman anti- 
quity. The opening chapter quoted a first-wave feminist who referred to the medi- 
eval minnezeit, the ideal of strong knights submitting to women. Increasingly 
since the early modern and colonial periods, I used Kucklick's material to point 
out blatant defamation of the “wild” or “foreign man’, his devaluation into a vile 
distorted image, while at the same time women were virtually idolised and held 
up as role models. This in itself probably created pressure, including sexual 
pressure, which should not be underestimated as a driving force in revolutions 
such as the French Revolution. Those who do not believe this can take this from 
“Danton's Death” by Georg Biichner, who, after intensive study of sources, des- 
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cribed among other things the double face of many revolutions: on the one hand, 
the promise of new freedom for men of low status or rank (the losers of the 
selection), the shadow side of which is vice, and on the other hand, new forms of 
harsher oppression than ever before, as during the reign of terror of the virtue 
terrorist Robespierre. 


But as problematic as Western civilisation was even then due to its Achilles’ heel 
of male hatred and female idolatry, it was far from reaching the level of imba- 
lance created by the saddle period around 1800, as “The Immoral Sex” showed. 
Since then, hatred of men has been a firmly anchored building block and founda- 
tion of the thinking of Western civilisation, as has idolisation of women. 


Just as the Christians of ancient Rome and later Germania wanted to displace 
pagan culture, whereby the pagan man fell into the reputation of the “cruel, bar- 
baric heathen” who had to be converted in order to become a good and trustwor- 
thy person, the contemptuous attribution of the “tyrannical man” apparently ser- 
ves to overcome the natural law of the Ancien Régime. 


«Tradition presupposed an intrinsically positive nature — because it was created 
by God — and feared its negation by men. [e.g. by pagans, unbelievers]. 

Around 1800, on the other hand, male nature itself was interpreted negatively — 
and the negation of this nature was expected in order to become a civilised 
human being.» (Kucklick, ibid, p. 61, [my comment]) 


Even before that, at the beginning of the colonial age, when European ships foun- 
ded colonies, the men of non-European tribes were portrayed as brutal savages 
who would tyrannically oppress their women, which was apparently a moral 
reason for subjugating them as a colonial power and converting them to “civilisa- 
tion” and “Christianity”. 


«More than half the globe is inhabited by savages; & among all these peoples 
women are very — unhappy. The savage man, at once cruel and indifferent, active 
by necessity, but irresistibly inclined to indolence, without an idea of the nature to 
love, & without any moral conceptions which alone could appease the realm of 
violence, which he considers the only law of nature, he despotically commands 
those whom reason makes his equals, but weakness subjects to him.» (Thomas 
1773, 6f; Kucklick, ibid, S. 49) 


May such hostilities originally appear as black propaganda in power struggles 
and wars of conquest, they become endemic in the saddle period, firmly anchored 
in our civilisation. It already echoes essential accusations of later feminism, 
which did not so much invent such slanting and slandering as steal it and then 
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expand it extremistically, hatefully into a militant system of ideology and oppres- 
sion. But the building blocks have shaped society since the saddle period. 

It is therefore hardly a coincidence that the first rapturous youth rebellion broke 
out in the same epoch with Romanticism. Boys had to look for a new identity be- 
cause the old male identity had been denigrated, portrayed as “evil”, “egotisti- 
cal”, “tyrannical”, in other words “oppressive”. The relationship between the 
sexes was damaged by such systematic misandry of contemporary thought. Sup- 
pressed by the laws and institutions of the new nation state, cultural structures 
had begun to disintegrate, no longer supported adolescents, could not provide 
their happiness in life. That's why young people's feelings of love needed a new 
outlet — rapturously and romantically they broke through (after the demise of the 
pre-revolutionary “natural law”’), with a call “back to nature” that was to become 
typical of many later youth movements. (e.g. Wandervégel, hippies) 


«The Romantic project was the first counter-movement against the disenchanting 
effect of modernity. The Romantics specifically used femininity as a form of 
protest, and this coupling then set a precedent in many protest movements, 
especially in feminism, which is why Romanticism has relevance and charisma 
right up to post-feminism. [17, Klinger 1992]» (ibid, Kucklick, The Immoral Sex, 
p. 197) 


Thus the poison became the therapy for poisoning, because modernity was alrea- 
dy based on a view that was hostile to men and idealised women, and on the loss 
of natural culture, which is suppressed by the control of planning state organisati- 
ons. Of course, femininity must not be used to rebel against such a skewed view — 
otherwise feminism will emerge, an ideology that must increase problems, dama- 
ge and imbalance because it portrays the damaged victims as perpetrators and the 
favoured as victims, i.e. it interprets everything exactly backwards. 


At the same time, first-wave feminism once again severely damaged the remai- 
ning sex relations, the residual complementarity and exchange of the sexes. Who 
is surprised that the next great youth movement after Romanticism became 
“Jugendstil” and “Wandervégel” from the turn of the century in 1900? Again 
there was an attempt at a rapturous new beginning, especially of the damaged sex 
relations. 


«Around 3,000 young people from a wide variety of organizations, associations 
and institutions met on October 12th and 13th, 1913 to celebrate the First 
Freideutschen Youth Day. 
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The basic ideas, ideas and goals that were announced on the Hoher Meifner in 
1913 influenced the self-image of later generations of youth movements»” (um- 
weltunderinnerung.de, about the youth movement of the time, “Wandervégel’’) 


For contemporaries at the time, the changed treatment of boys and girls was one 
of the important experiences. Own songs, tent camps and hiking trips show 
parallels to festivals and Asia trips of the flower children in the 1960s. Walking 
barefoot was popular in both movements and eras. Sources from the USA 
attribute the origins of the hippies to a large extent to German immigrants who 
brought their ideas to California around or shortly after 1900. 


«The common root was the Hohe MeiBner’” — 100 years of youth movement 

A conversation with Prof. Bernhard Vogel about the Bund New Germany 

In October 1913, two to three thousand young people gathered on the Hohe 
MeiBner near Kassel for the first “Free German Youth Day”. It was the hour of 
birth of the German youth movement. From it emerged in July 1919 the Bund 
New Germany, a Catholic youth organization founded by the Archbishop of 
Cologne, Felix Cardinal von Hartmann, shortly before his death. After a few 
months, the federal government already had 10,000 members in 100 local groups. 
After a year, the number of members was 25,000. In the course of the 20th 
century, they also included many prominent Christian democratic politicians such 
as Josef Rommerskirchen, Ernst Majonica, Hans Katzer, Alois Mertes, Adolf 
Siisterhenn and Rainer Barzel. ... Much of what began in the youth movement in 
the Catholic Church has become common property through the Second Vatican 
Council.»'” (kas.de) 


Contrary to their reputation, the Wandervégel have been absorbed by a wide 
political and religious spectrum. It already went from Catholic and Protestant to 
spiritual or esoteric currents; from Catholic-Conservative to Christian- 
Democratic currents to the young fascists who were later founded; But the left 
spectrum from social democrats to communist supporters of the October 
Revolution also used the features of the youth movement and later shaped the 
environment of the hippies. 


A well-known politician of the early FRG said that he had always trusted and was 
connected to those whom he had met when their movement met on the Hoher 
Meissner in 1913. It had been a kind of German Woodstock for Wandervégel. 


” — http://www.umweltunderinnerung.de/index.php/kapitelseiten/lebensweisen/63- 


das-jugendtreffen-auf-dem-hohen-meissner 
10 http://www.kas.de/wf/de/71.12696/ 
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The next waves of denigrating and overburdening men spawned the hippies, 
flower children, acid heads and the love generation. From songs like 


«it's been a hard day's night 
And I've been working like a dog 


You know I work all day 
To get you money to buy you things» (The Beatles, A Hard Day's Night) 


Up to many other blues ballads about the hard life of low-ranking, often 
disenfranchised men, many early songs dealt with the difficulties male losers 
have with women. 


«Whenever anyone felt moved, they would sing a verse. Every blues verse 
about the painful changes women put men through was sung. It became a 
contest to see who had been most wronged by a woman, and at the same time 
an affirmation of our maleness that we choose to hassle with women and live to 
sing about it.» (Melville Bishop, Hippie Picaresque: On the Road Meets the Sum- 
mer of Love, 1967, geschrieben 69/70 in Berkeley) 


This seems perplexing to contemporaries because this is the original position 
before the feminist wave from 1968 onwards turned the hippie movement around 
so thoroughly that it was soon associated with feminism, seen as its closest 
relative. However, this is not correct. In fact, the original drives were often bent 
to their opposite. The completely formless flower children, rebelling against any 
form, lacked the inner firmness and mental clarity to oppose such an ideology. 


The counterculture of gurus and saddhus in India might also have something to 
do with the pressure on men. When the children are old enough to support 
themselves, traditionally a man of the Brahmin caste could leave home, wife and 
family, preferring to go on pilgrimage, poor but free, barefoot, through Indian 
villages rather than expose himself to stress and duties for longer. 


«Harried husbands would often get away from the household to take a break, get 
advice, or confide. Whoever would turn up was made welcomed to take a seat on the 
cot.» (Ananda Brady, Ten Years on the Hippie Trail) 


In the 1950s, an Italian black and white film was made that had a similar theme: 
In the film story, Catholic men go on pilgrimage or religious excursions to 
recover from the stress of family and marriage in a time-out among men. 
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Hailed as a leading figure by the original hippies, poet Lenore Kandel, “who 
taught the Haight-Ashbury to love”, spoke out against an unmanly world, especi- 
ally unmanly professional worlds. 


«society isn't very male directed, really. Jobs and way of jobs aren't very 
manly... The culture is crumbling faster and faster.» (Lenore Kandel, famous 
author of the early hippie scene, in: Leonard & Deborah Wolf, Voices From The 
Love Generation, p. 19, 1967) 


So it was originally a rebellion against the consequences of feminism, like earlier 
youth movements, which was later tragically overtaken by a new wave of femi- 
nism and turned into its opposite; others were spiritually imbued throughout with 
the feminist spirit that triggered the problems and identity crises they were 
rebelling against: a blinded rebellion, so to speak, that had to fail because of its 
blindness, carrying within itself the problem they were suffering from and trying 
to rebel against. 


After the flower children turned into feminist “purple poodles” or 1968 left-wing 
radicals, punks followed as a rallying movement for protest. Numerous fashions 
from heavy metal to rave and goa to rappers lured with counter-community and 
identity. Then there were neo-Nazis, and most recently the Islamic State. All 
these youth movements had one thing in common: they tried to offer young 
people a (substitute) identity after natural and cultural identity had been destroyed 
and denigrated by feminist (or proto-feminist) waves. They tried to put the distur- 
bed relations of the sexes on a new basis. 


«25 November 2015 | 05.10 h 

Generation Jihad 

IS is a youth movement 

... The starting point is always young men who are unsettled by life. They have 
given up their apprenticeship, dropped out of university, lost their girlfriend. They 
long for identification and adventure, for escape, significance and meaning. ... In 
the end, says Klaus Hurrelmann, they are young men who have lost themselves in 
the delusion of an ideology.»'”' (Quelle: RP) 


'°l  http://www.rp-online.de/politik/ausland/islamischer-staat-ein-magnet-fuer-die-ge- 


neration-dschihad-aid-1.5585058 
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Inflow to Islamist terror groups'” is related to uprooting through feminist agenda 
and gender mainstreaming. 


«The gateway for Islamism ... 

The fanatical Muslims are the bastards that gender mainstreaming produces with 
the radical imams. The separation from a basic social consensus that destroys 
children and families gives rise to isolation, and in the lonely islands of isola- 
tion to radicalisation that wants to build a bridge to a normal and healthy world 
beyond the perversion of the West. 

And yes: I understand their contempt for the lifestyle as it is conceived and 
increasingly enforced in the offices in Diisseldorf, Hanover and Stuttgart. And 
even more: I am ashamed that the majority Germans do not manage to fight back. 
How weak we must be that we shrug our shoulders and accept what should be an 
uprising of the decent.»'® (Roland Tichy) 


My book “The Gendering of the World: How Feminism Destroys Cultures 
Worldwide” shows very similar connections in Africa as well. 


«We have a similar problem here in Germany with the backlash against gender 
mainstreaming. ... The observation that many young people only become radical- 
/fundamental because they are searching for identity is no coincidence. Because 
the formation of identity may have been sabotaged from above.»'™ (brigitte) 


12 «The IS is a piece of youth culture”. 


“Tn the past, if you wanted to provoke, you became a punk. Today he goes to the 
IS.” This statement comes from political scientist Peter Neumann. ... 

Neumann thus knows the personality profiles of the jihad travellers very well: 
“Islamist terrorism is a youth culture.” By no means all of them are young people 
from the suburbs without prospects. That may be true for Germany and France for 
the most part, says Neumann, but in England there are a lot of students among 
them. “Universities are classic recruiting grounds for Islamists. You are in a new 
city, at a new school, you don't know anyone and you are primarily perceived as a 
Muslim. So it's quickly attractive when someone approaches you: ‘I understand 
exactly how you feel, come over sometime, we'll have tea and discuss.’ 

Many fighters are young, in their early to mid-twenties. That is an age for 
rebellious phases”, Neumann says. “And what's the craziest thing you can do 
today? What you turn all the authorities against you with? Thirty years ago you 
might have become a punk, 20 years ago a neo-Nazi, today you become an 
Islamist.” (ofi)» (http://www.20min.ch/ausland/news/story/-Der-IS-ist-ein-Stueck- 
weit-Jugendkultur--26 152491) 
http://www.rolandtichy.de/tichys-einblick/kein-aufstand-der-anstaendigen- 
gender-mainstreaming-und-isis/ 
http://bfriends.brigitte.de/foren/politik-und-tagesgeschehen/465054-droht- 
deutschland-die-islamisierung-279.html 
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Uprooting drives youth movements in search of replacements for lost sexual 
identity and cultural coherence of the sexes. 


«Young people from very different backgrounds turned to militant extremism, 
secondary school dropouts as well as students. “They feel a lack of values, of 
identification.”»'” (Welt) 


Lack of male role models also contributes to this. 


«News Wiesbaden 

21.11.2015 

Wiesbaden: Why young people radicalise — an interview with educators 

By Anke Hollingshaus 

... What male role models there are for the boys. They orient themselves on male 
role models. And if there are none in their own reality — I'll come to that in a 
moment — then they look to idols who are further away. Footballers, pop stars or 
wrestling fighters.»'°° (Wiesbadener Kurier) 


50 years ago, they might have become hippies, rebels of the love generation. But 
girls have been sucked up by feminists for at least 50 (@f not 150) years; the 
pressure of feminist waves gives rise to counter-movements that promise identity 
and orientation to the disoriented, the uprooted. 


It is your task to impart this knowledge so that the next youth movement is not as 
blind and ignorant as previous ones, sweeps away and overcomes the feminist 
haunting, is based on love like the Love Generation, but not on the blunt 
radicalism of pseudo-political or pseudo-religious extremists. 


The coming youth movement faces the difficult task of recreating a culture with 
its complementary structures. 


'5  http://www.welt.de/politik/ausland/article149 140238/Die-Angst-des- Westens- 
vor-dem-Tag-danach.html 

106 http://www.wiesbadener-kurier.de/lokales/wiesbaden/nachrichten-wiesbaden/ 
wiesbaden-warum-sich-jugendliche-radikalisieren-erzieher-im-interview_ 1- 
6396498. htm 
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Skewed Perception 
and 
What Constitutes Culture 


In our time almost no one is aware that our perception is extremely skewed. The 


prejudice in perception is partly innate, as is the process of repression that 
protects it from becoming conscious, so that it takes great effort to recognise this 
and thereby render it harmless. The skewed perception has been systematically 
exaggerated by feminism. 


This is the only way to explain the grotesque excesses that are widely visible but 
nevertheless overlooked. 


«SCUM as a school play in Sweden»'” (femokratieblog) 


In the particularly feminist Sweden of the present day, even the “Manifesto for 
the Eradication of Men” by Valerie Solanas and her “Society for Cutting Up Men 
(SCUM)” became a school play performed, screened and filmed by adolescent 
girls. 


«A Swedish journalist was even of the opinion that this manifesto should be 
placed in every hotel room instead of the Bible.»'** (femokratie) 


In the feminist state of Sweden, the extermination pamphlet, which had been 
turned into a play, was even considered “educationally valuable’. It triggered 
jubilation and joy. 


«Schoolgirls around the age of 15 are so indoctrinated that they demonstrate real 
pleasure in gunning down a man.»'” (femokratie) 


Imagine a “Manifesto for the Extermination of the Jews” being performed by 
schoolchildren in Germany and even being described as an allegedly “educati- 
onally valuable play”, with the extermination play being greeted with cheers and 
joy — unthinkable, of course! Presumably the Great Powers would immediately 
invade and put an end to the spook if the government failed to prevent such 
madness in German schools. The government and all those responsible would be 
immediately arrested and brought before an international court. 


'°7 https://zeiger.wordpress.com/2011/11/12/scum-als-schultheaterstuck-in-schwe- 
den/ 

18 http://femokratie.com/manifest-vernichtung-maenner/01-2012/ 

'  http://femokratie.com/manifest-vernichtung-maenner/01-2012/ 
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But when it comes to men, it is not only conceivable, but a fact, indeed everyday 
school and university life in Sweden. Secret and less secret joy also exists in 
Germany, with Alice Schwarzer and Emma, who was even awarded the Federal 
Cross of Merit for her work twice. (That's why I would reject the award, not even 
touch it with pincers, but I would probably rather be locked up or psychiatrised 
for my criticism than honoured with a medal). The Annihilation Manifesto was 
also celebrated in other countries, or became the titular theme of women's 
congresses, as in Australia. (see my book “Culture and The Sexes”). 


How is this possible? Even extreme classical dictatorships, whether the National 
Socialists or the Stalinist Soviet Union, made efforts to hide the persecution of 
minorities and dissenters. I do not claim that “nobody knew’, as contemporaries 
of the dictatorships liked to do as a poor excuse for their own inaction and failure. 
But at least the propagandists, and later the perpetrators, were aware that it was 
something dirty and could damage their reputation. Without propagandists, there 
would have been no perpetrators; propaganda happened first, followed by action. 


But the feminist dictatorship, subtle on the one hand, even more thorough on the 
other, does not hide anything, but finds nothing offensive about it. Attempts to 
disguise it as “humour” fail in the face of quite a few statements and writings by 
leading feminists about “reducing” the “number of men” (to no more than 10 
percent). Such hate ideas were spread by state-sponsored feminists. It is an 
existing, debated issue. Disseminators of such ideas are printed, enjoy academic 
honours. Their dissemination as university material alone speaks for itself. 


Radical groups have been discussing male eradication plans on the internet for 
decades, right down to proposals for organisational form and funding. The hacker 
“Agent Orange” uncovered one such closed — and hidden from non-members — 
hate group and secured a transcript, which I analysed in the appendix of “Culture 
And The Sexes”. The group still exists today; leading operators of the group are 
also still active on the internet. I had documented a similar hate group SCUM in 
the 1990s, see the following chapter on feminist hate. 


There are no legal consequences, no fight against the hate groups by the state, no 
preventive measures against hate, no education of the population, no protest, not 
even indignant distancing. Nothing, simply nothing of the kind. With any hate 
group that wants to exterminate or debates exterminating a minority or even half 
of humanity, be the intended victims blacks, Jews, or any group other than men, 
there would immediately be massive protest and decisive action against the hate 
groups, along with open and secret sympathisers, and against the ideology that 
breeds and sustains such hatred. But because they are men, nothing happens. 
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Nothing at all. Hatred against men is invisible, does not count. Towards men 
everything is permitted, and no evil thought against men is resented, which 
against any other group or person would be severely punished and systematically 
mentally combated. For trifling cause, even for invented cause, any even 
supposed “degradation of women” is systematically combated and suppressed. 


But when it comes to men, even groups, ideologies and tendencies with extermi- 
nation fantasies are invisible, ignored, and I am probably ridiculed — like the few 
men's rights activists — for even pointing out the deplorable state of affairs. The 
general perception is so dangerously and pathologically skewed that it sees the 
fault not with the hate group but with the people who have not completely lost 
their minds and point out the hatred. Of course, indoctrinated contemporaries see 
everything exactly the wrong way round: they think themselves healthy when 
they ignore such hate groups, are disturbed when someone mentions the hate, and 
then find the critic “pathological” because the latter does not find hate and 
extermination fantasies normal and protests against them. 


That a society is ideologically sick can also be recognised by the deformation of 
the terms “healthy” and “sick”. In a sick society, it is considered healthy to ignore 
extermination fantasies as long as the planned victims are men, while it is 
considered sick to perceive, heed and protest against them. In a sick society, it is 
not the members of the hate group or contemporaries who look the other way 
who are considered sick, but those planned victims who are bothered by the 
existence and work of the hate groups. Here a twisting of the concept of 
“healthy” and “sick” has taken place that makes dystopias by Orwell and Huxley 
pale into insignificance. The conditions in “Biedermann and the Arsonists” (Max 
Frisch, ,,Biedermann und die Brandstifter”) have also been far surpassed. 


«That Valerie Solana's treatise SCUM has long been standard reading for 
Feminist Studies (or today: Gender Studies) at universities 1s well known, as is 
that EMMA has published a euphemistic review of it in the recent past.»!'° 
(zeiger) [EMMA is the magazine of the leading German second-wave feminist, 
Alice Schwarzer. ] 


Resistance does not exist. We forget and repress it. This would be unthinkable for 
any other minority in the world except men. If it affected Jews, Muslims, Hindus, 
Buddhists, Blacks, Asians or even women — in the case of any other group of 
people except men''’ or more precisely ‘white heterosexual men’, there would 
immediately be fierce international reaction, military and economic alliances to 
isolate any country where such outrageous manifestos are propagated with 
"0 https://zeiger.wordpress.com/2011/11/19/goteborg-scum-girls/ 


"Meanwhile, something similar applies to the European indigenous population. 
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impunity at state institutions such as universities, acclaimed or even performed at 
schools, with economic sanctions and military threats, war if necessary, to bring 
them to their knees. Of course, the international community would demand 
regime change, bring the culprits before an international court and demand 
thorough changes in all laws. 


But because they are men, nothing happens. We do not notice it, and when the 
news spreads, we do not take it seriously, we forget it very quickly. The exclusion 
from our consciousness works quite reliably and effectively — this is the effect of 
the biologically skewed view that disadvantages men and favours women. 


Never would any of the feminist assumptions and ideas that have been wrong 
from the beginning have been taken seriously without this very innate skewed 
perception that favours what is from women and for women. 


There is no justification whatsoever for treating an extermination pamphlet per- 
formed in schools and cheering murder differently depending on the intended 
victim group. Such different treatment is itself a crime and signals: the following 
groups of society are protected, but the one where murder and extermination 
plans are ignored, amusedly smiled at and forgotten is unprotected game. If it 
were a matter of extermination plans against Jews, blacks, Asians or other 
protected groups, this would immediately be fought decisively and the 
ideological environment of the hate groups would be permanently discredited. 
Material at school and universities would be changed at lightning speed to 
prevent such hatred. 

But with (white heterosexual) men as victims, nothing happens except ridicule of 
those who try to protest. Morally, there is no difference. What is different, 
however, is our perception: this is the innate crookedness, the prejudice that 
humanity must overcome. 


This skewed view exists everywhere, even in the most subtle areas. Likewise, 
feminist propaganda exists everywhere today. The mass media are still hefty, 
where for decades men have been given predominantly ridiculous or evil roles, in 
any case feministically ascribed roles, and women have been given roles 
considered “good” by the zeitgeist, strong, “fascinating” and equally 
feministically ascribed roles, which were only not allowed to be one thing: 
naturally female. (See my book “Ideologiekritik”, and Les deux Sexes from 
1998) This is also still pretty hefty. 


Feminist indoctrination exaggerates innate skewness from earliest childhood: 
child education, KiTa, kindergarten, school, university have become centres of 
brainwashing. War has been declared on human nature and culture by all the 
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feminist waves, and their eradication is the declared goal of gender ideology, 
which has been elevated to the rank of state doctrine and substitute religion. 


That's why I distanced myself from the Greens as early as 1980: This then new 
party wanted to build on the actually good philosophy of nature conservation: 
Protection of the ecosystem of fauna and flora, protection of external nature, 
which should be protected from damage and manipulation by humans, preserved 
in its original natural balance. The more natural the better was the motto. Every 
animal was given a lot of love, attention and help, every stalk. Only with one 
species was it to be the other way round: In humans, nature was to be suppressed, 
eradicated by gender agendas; war was declared on human nature, it was 
demonised, and made the field of systematic manipulation. 


Trees were embraced, animals were coddled, which many women find adorable 
and constantly celebrate with dog and cat pictures on Facebook. Only for the man 
there is no such love. The man, and even more so an unknown man who does not 
belong to a compassion-privileged minority (such as a refugee or immigrant), is 
overlooked, despised, marginalised, persecuted with ideological hatred and 
criminalised. Whatever a man of the majority does or does not do, he can be 
resented. Whatever a woman does or does not do can be celebrated by feminists. 
Men receive mistrust, pets affection. 


One could call the preference of pets over men social sodomy, but before I now 
turn to other groups favoured by genderists, I am afraid I have to censor myself in 
order to save at least the most important arguments in this manipulated epoch, in 
which anyone who ventures too far into the taboo area is ripped apart by the 
hyenas of the fourth power, the official media. 


The balance of external nature was what the Greens and their entourage wanted 
to protect at all costs; some, like Greenpeace, resorted to sometimes radical 
means. But inner nature, human nature — and the whole of human culture — were 
at the same time radically attacked, deformed in gender terms, denigrated in their 
natural form. The contrast between the protection of all other species and the 
manipulation and oppression of one's own, between the preservation of the 
ecosystem, of the natural balance of other species and the destruction of sex and 
culture, of the natural balance of the sexes in humans, could not be starker. 


Just as plants and animals form an ecosystem, the balance of which the Greens 
conspired to protect, so too do people with their social and natural groups, and 
above all men and women, form a human “ecosystem” of natural culture. But 
instead of protecting what pitiful remnants the economisation and nationalisation 
of many areas of life had left, instead of demanding that culture and nature lost 
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through industrialisation and state interference be rebuilt, protected as carefully 
as rainforests and nature reserves, the feminist gender war was declared on the 
remnants of human culture and nature. 


What spiritual losses this meant, how much more gratifying real femininity was 
with loving, sympathetic, emotionally mature and therefore sweet girls and 
women, was something of which the contemporaries, who first grew up uprooted 
and then manipulated, had no concept. As a very sensitive artistic nature with a 
classical education, I was well aware of the sad lack that senselessly characterises 
our lives. But all such references in literary books were derisively scorned by 
those who neither know nor feel better, neither know nor understand the lost 
happiness, and every attempt to write about it was derided as a fad and placed in 
the kitsch corner, against which no original style helped. Today, state-paid 
censors sort such books out of public libraries so that no one gets to know natural 
femininity, i.e. “traditional role clichés”. The world's knowledge of destroyed real 
femininity is to be destroyed. Because if nobody knows anything about it, nobody 
can ask for it. People should not learn that they are being cheated, or what they 
are being cheated of. 


Unfortunately, there was no one to protect human nature and culture. Arguments 
were ignored for 40 years and are only now, in 2021, slowly reaching a still tiny 
public. 


Even in the late 1970s, the atmosphere at universities was stifling. Those who did 
not feast on agitation did not live happily ever after. In lecture breaks, even in the 
cafeteria, an aggressive ideological mood could be felt everywhere, condemning 
anyone who contradicted it in words or life. The tone was set by ideologues who 
were to shape ‘teaching’ content and ‘research’ a little later. There was no 
resistance to the virus of ideology that was about to infect all universities and 
transform them from hoards of objective research into hotbeds of ideology. 


«Géneros, Multidisciplinary Journal of Gender Studies, Hipatia Press 

Women's Studies as Virus: 

Institutional Feminism and the Projection of Danger 

Breanne Fahs, Arizona State University 

Michael Karger, Arizona State University ... 

This paper theorizes that one future pedagogical priority of women's studies is 
to train students not only to master a body of knowledge but also to serve as 
symbolic “viruses” that infect, unsettle, and disrupt traditional and 
entrenched fields. In this essay, we first posit how the metaphor of the virus in 
part exemplifies an ideal feminist pedagogy, and we then investigate how 
both women's studies and the spread of actual viruses (e.g., Ebola, HIV) 
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produce similar kinds of emotional responses in others. By looking at 
triviality, mockery, panic, and anger that womens studies as a field elicits, we 
conclude by outlining the stakes of framing women's studies as an infectious, 
insurrectional, and potentially dangerous, field of study. In doing so, we 
frame two new priorities for women's studies—training male students as 
viruses and embracing “negative” stereotypes of feminist professors — as 
important future directions for the potentially liberatory aspects of the field.»!!” 
(even if it seems unbelievable: a genuine work from the field of gender studies) 


As proven in previous volumes of “The Two Sexes”, by Martin van Creveld in 
“The Privileged Sex” and by evolutionary biologists such as Steve Moxon and 
others, women were and are privileged. Feminism is based on false assumptions 
that are contrary to the facts. There are also significant differences between the 
sexes. Gender agenda is an ideology without scientific basis, based on false 
assumptions throughout, and thus collapses completely as a house of cards built 
on lies. The same applies to feminism of all waves. 


But apart from biologically verifiable and consequential sex differences, the 
culture of all people of all eras based on sexual reciprocity is also an important 
human universal, as significant as language. This means that even if there were 
no sexual differences other than the sexes themselves (which is not true), culture 
based on sexual complementarity would be indispensable. (see “Culture And The 
Sexes”). 


Even the feminist who has been called “leading icon of genderism” points to the 
importance of sexes as a “cultural sign”, without, however, grasping what this 
implies as a necessary conclusion. 


«According to Judith Butler, avowed lesbian, leading icon of genderism and 
graced with the 2013 Adorno Prize, sex is “the obligatory instruction to the body 
to become a cultural marker”»''’ (Hans-Peter Raddatz, Gender Mainstreaming) 


Just as sex is a cultural sign, sounds are linguistic signs. If we could not distin- 
guish between sounds, it would be impossible to put these sounds together to 
form syllables and words, and from these in turn sentences. There would be no 
human communication! 


The distinction between the sounds “W” and “F” is not innate; there can be 
languages that interpret both in the same way — but have other differences. But 
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http://hipatiapress.com/hpjournals/index.php/generos/article/viewFile/ 
1983/1624#page=78 
"3 http://web.tuomi-media.de/dno2/Dateien/NO2 14-8.pdf 
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there is no possibility of communication if not all speakers of German are able to 
distinguish between “Wein” and “fein”. The same is true for all other sounds. In 
the same way, the sexes are meaning-bearing for culture. Feminist agendas 
cripple culture and life. 


If genderists were to fight the “discrimination” that consists in binary distinctions 
of sound features (e.g. voiceless / voiced), demanding instead a fluid continuum 
of sound-gender, they could erase the whole system of distinctions on which 
language is based. If they succeeded, humanity would be speechless, unable to 
speak, read or write. We would be thrown back into a jellyfish existence. 


Analogous to the distinction of sounds, the distinction of sexes is fundamental for 
human culture, because only through this difference reciprocity, complementarity, 
family are possible. This difference gave rise to the division of labour and social 
structure. Rites, systems of exchange, family, society, everything is ultimately 
based on this founding difference of sexes, just as language is ultimately based on 
the founding difference between sounds. 


It does not matter that every language draws a slightly (but not too much) diffe- 
rent boundary between sounds. Those who learn a foreign language therefore 
often have an “accent” because they intuitively use the boundaries of their own 
language picked up as an infant. At an equally early age, infants learn social and 
cultural differences. But regardless of whether a sound is pronounced as in 
German, English, Arabic or Chinese, the innate principle is the same. It is similar 
with the sexes: depending on the culture, the boundaries between women and 
men are different, but the principle of distinction is a given, because it is an 
indispensable human universal without which culture would be as impossible as 
language would be impossible without the distinction of “letters” or meaning- 
bearing sounds. 


What genderism is engaged in is the total self-mutilation of humanity — of nature 
as well as of human culture. 


Today's hysterical rampage of feminist-driven genderism is possible only because 
of skewed human perception of which we are unaware. Such insanity would 
otherwise never have been accepted by society. The 1968s have already been 
ideologically seen through and overcome in all other areas. Only feminism sits 
more firmly than ever in the saddle because our distortion of perception inspires 
it. 


Genderism and all feminist waves also target female love for men. 
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«Hedwig Dohm, the important pioneer of feminism, revealed this as early as 
1901 in her book “The Anti-Feminists”. Surprisingly, she does not see men as the 
“most dangerous” opponents of feminism — as she puts it herself — but women. 
Namely, those who want to be happy with a man or even with children of their 
own. These life models are her enemy images. This antagonism provides the real 
driving force of feminism, the “women power”. 


It is evident everywhere. Whatever programme of women's politics you hold up 
to the light — you always recognise the same watermark: enmity against men and 
motherhood.»''* (Bernhard Lassahn) 


As already described in unpublished books of the 1990s, feminism is also a 
perversion that destroys precisely women's love for men and everything that 
triggers or requires such love. There is hardly a campaign of feminist waves that 
does not damage a piece of the ability to love. However, after they succeeded in 
doing this damage, I put this argument on hold. It would have been important for 
dismissing feminist waves, and will become important again for processing and 
understanding in the future. At present, the argument will not make much 
difference; but we should understand that it is not “gay rights” that is a problem 
for society, or other favourite topics of genderists, but the destruction of culture, 
nature, family and the basic human bonds, which include love between the sexes, 
but also complementarity structures, reciprocity and exchange. 


Those who argue with “love” should know and be aware that our idea of love is 
only 200 to 250 years old and a specific characteristic of Western modernity; 
worse, our idea of love emerged in the very epoch that Kucklick calls the “Saddle 
Age”, in which anti-male ideas became entrenched as the canon of worldview. 
What we understand by love could therefore already be shaped by the problem 
that created feminism. Simply because of the short temporal range of our idea of 
love, and its isolated position vis-a-vis other traditional cultures, it is not a solid 
foundation for fighting a radical ideology. Populism is unhelpful, misleading. 
Where populism is preferred to analysis, things predictably go wrong. 


The only thing that can help is a structural analysis, which was attempted to begin 
in “Culture And The Sexes”. 


"4 http://nicht-feminist.de/2015/10/bernhard-lassahn-feminismus-und-liebe/? 
fb_ref=Default&fb_source=message 
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Feminism Spread Imbalance And Inequality 


The opening chapters of this book showed: women, but men, are disadvantaged 


for biological reasons, are more burdened and are selected or discriminated 
against — both valid concepts of biology. 


Sexual selection is exercised in humans and related animals by women, who are 
at the centre of family and reproduction by virtue of pregnancy and childbirth, 
whereas men have to struggle for access and the majority are discriminated 
against. 


Evidence of clear disadvantage or oppression of males and preference for females 
has been provided by genetics for a period of at least 60,000 years. During this 
period, four to five times as many women reproduced as men. The remaining 
men were discriminated against and excluded. Oppression could hardly be clearer 
and more blatant. 


These conditions cause a strong distortion of our perception and compassion. 


All feminist waves operated and reinforced female dominance, whereas 
balancing male forces were eliminated, as was culture that relates both sexes to 
each other and avoids conflicts of interest. 


Such favouritism is ensured in several ways; a perhaps subordinate but more 
easily recognisable way is the higher pitched voices of children and women 
appeasing men. A bell-bright female voice relaxes men and arouses affection, 
which modern industry likes to use, whereas men's deep voices tend to excite in a 
dispute. The pitch of the voice also reveals that children and women may 
complain, but not men. Helpfulness also triggers the “small child pattern’, to 
which women correspond more than men. Female erotic charms, on the other 
hand, are a well-known “woman's weapon”. It should be emphasised: there are 
other, much more powerful and more suppressed methods of making our 
perception prefer women, as outlined in the opening chapter. This preference 
exists independently of the following mechanism: 


Likewise, for evolutionary reasons, the lower their rank or standing, the more 
drastically men are already perceived worse, and subsequently treated worse. So 
that they are excluded from reproduction and cannot successfully complain about 
their unfair lot, we innately perceive them unfairly bad. Therefore, there is no 
sympathy for most men, but there is for women. Feminism's victimhood is based 
on these two biological mechanisms, which represent a preference for women. So 
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that this mechanism is not made conscious and thus undermined, there is a strong 
repression of this fact from consciousness. 


The exact opposite is experienced by feminists, whose unjustified complaints 
about imagined ‘injustice’ are sympathetically heard, quickly accepted and even 
elevated to state doctrine. 


Martin van Creveld showed that historically, in all civilisations and epochs from 
which records exist, women were indeed favoured, forming a sex that was also 
socially privileged. Christoph Kuckold, in turn, demonstrated that negative ima- 
ges of men have shaped Western civilisation for centuries, which also contributes 
to misleading us. 


«After 1750, within barely two decades, natural masculinity fell to the condemna- 
tion of tyranny and instinctuality. Reason was evacuated from masculine nature 
and replaced by violence and selfishness; the creation of a "positive" masculinity 
was left to the workings of history, the forces of civilisation and education.» 
(Christoph Kucklick, The Immoral Sex, p. 48 — 49) 


In addition, there was a civilisational reinforcement of such a skewed view in the 
West, especially since the “saddle period” around 1800, in which men were alrea- 
dy portrayed as “tyrannical savages” and women were built up against them as 
positive figures of light in the attribution of the generally recognised philosophy 
of the epoch. The purpose of such demonisation of men and masculinity may 
have been to defame embattled faiths (pagans), later the “savage men” by coloni- 
al powers of countries to be conquered, and finally the natural law of the Ancien 
Régime and cultural traditions to be defeated by the nation state and modern capi- 
talist economy using Enlightenment philosophy. Yet such black conflict propa- 
ganda eventually became endemic, part of civilisation, allowing something like 
feminism to emerge. Besides combating competing social systems by portraying 
their men as tyrannical and their women as oppressed, apparently systematically 
entrenched in the saddle period, one goal was also already a pressure on men to 
adapt to the new rules, to submit to the new regime in order to be considered 
“civilised” rather than “tyrannical”. (Similar during Christianisation, in dictator- 
ships and also today). 


«The re-reading, on the other hand, reveals that Fichte, closely following the sex 
image of the time, designs a complex sex cybernetics that is primarily intended to 
contain and civilise masculinity, which he describes as the “absolute evil”.» 
(Christoph Kucklick, Das unmoralische Geschlecht, S. 31) 
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Another, this time militant, extremist and angry exaggeration pursued all feminist 
waves with such already anchored skewed view. 


Not more equality, but increased prejudice, subsequently increased imbalance and 
more inequality caused the feminist view based on false assumptions, which 
further reinforced women's favouritism and negative perception of men. 


Further chapters delved into the historical evidence, including "Mistakes of We- 
stern Civilisation and Their Consequences” and “Feminist Coinage Of ‘Men's 
Studies”. “Culture And The Sexes” referred to Martin van Creveld's historical 
findings in “The Privileged Sex”. 


At all times, women were preferred in all cultures. Added to this was a partly in- 
nate skewed perception that favoured women and disadvantaged men, see chap- 
ters “Skewed Perception and What Constitutes Culture”, “Double Standards: The 
Distorted Perception and its Consequences” and “Conclusions From Evolutionary 
Facts”. 


I further proved in ,,Culture And The Sexes” that difference is not a disadvantage 
of women, but in their sense, created by female selection first as a sex difference 
of the human species, then created and formed as a cultural complementary 
structure, a human universal, on which all human culture is based, including our 
own. 


Consequently, it is the man who is disadvantaged by life, not the favoured wo- 
man, difference also originates from the sexual selection power of the woman and 
her interests, but is fundamental to the existence of culture. Thus, the idea of 
making the sexes equal was not a “liberation” but a systematic destruction of cul- 
ture, human universals, and meant an increase in inequality and imbalance. It was 
a crazy and very harmful idea. Not to make both sexes as equal as possible, but to 
create as much as possible of reciprocity, complementarity, exchange and reliable 
structures, hence culture and equilibrium, is important for human life, whether for 
society or for individuals. The loss of culture, not its continuance, is our problem. 


Differences between the sexes enrich life not only sexually but also emotionally; 
to remove them cheats us of the most beautiful and important thing in life. 


A harmful idea became an ideology, a dogma, finally a grave for indispensable 
universal foundations of human coexistence. This idea, inappropriate to human 
nature, became the death of culture, which is based on difference just as much as 
language. Without difference, there are no distinguishable sounds as carriers of 
meaning; without difference, there is no exchange, no reciprocity, no complemen- 
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tarity, no reliability and no feeling that goes beyond selfish wanting. Moreover, 
this idea was never meant seriously, because feminism of all waves pursued 
inequality and oppression of men. Already in 1886 it was said: 


«Let us take another idol. This time we tread on sacred ground indeed — equality 
between the sexes. .. But for some time past the tendency of the bourgeois world, 
as expressed in its legislation and sentiment, has been towards a factitious exalta- 
tion of the woman at the expense of the man — in other words, the cry for “equali- 
ty between the sexes” has in the course of its realisation become a sham, masking 
a de facto inequality. The inequality in question presses as usual, heaviest on wor- 
king-man, whose wife, to all intents and purposes has him completely in her 
power. If dissolute or drunken, she can sell up his goods or break up his home at 
pleasure, and still compel him to keep her and live with her to her life’s end. 
There is no law to protect him. On the other hand, let him but raise a finger in a 
moment of exasperation against this precious representative of the sacred princip- 
le of “womanhood,” and straightway he is consigned to the treadmill for his six 
months amid the jubilation of the D.T. and its kindred, who pronounce him a 
brute and sing paeans over the power of the “law” to protect the innocent and 
helpless female. Thus does bourgeois society offer sacrifice to the idol “equality 
between the sexes.”» (Ernest Belfort Bax, “The False Idol of Equality Between 
the Sexes’ 1886) 


Re-education of men and control of male sexuality were already the goal of the 
“temperance” and “social purity” movements, which feminists also believe were 
a precursor to feminism, which turned into the first feminist wave. 


«At the core of the Social Purity movement was the conviction that sexuality had 
to be controlled. Many reformers believed that because incontinence was basical- 
ly associated with man, it was woman's mission to reeducate him. To the extent 
that it accepted the idea of feminine moral superiority»'! 


This tendency to control men was even noticed in the 17th century. 


«Recently, W.F.Price at the Spearhead revealed that proto-feminists were 
lobbying the British government as far back as the 17th century when their sexual 
interests were seen as threatened by the emergence of male frequented coffee 
houses. This was a prelude to the social purity movements of the 19th century, 
described above, which feminist academics have always acknowledged as the 
birth pangs /of their feminist movement]»''® 


"5 http://historyoffeminism.com/category/first-wave-feminism/ 


"6 http://historyoffeminism.com/category/first-wave-feminism/page/2/ 
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The efforts of feminist waves and their predecessors to increase women's power 
by controlling male sexuality have been documented for centuries. Since biologi- 
cally the female sex holds the power in human and animal sexuality and repro- 
duction anyway, such feminist exaggeration of female dominance and control of 
men means a total disenfranchisement of the male sex. It is crucial to understand 
who is actually oppressed and who is really preferred and biologically dominant, 
because otherwise perceptions and decisions are wrong, generations run in the 
wrong direction, and with their actions exacerbate the imbalance instead of redu- 
cing It. 


«Summary of the Social Purity Movement 

A feminist historian gives a summary of the Social Purity Movement — the 19th 
century pre-curser of feminism and the origin of the Sexual Trade Union. The 
historian — Laura Hapke — makes the claim that the Social Purity Movement was 
‘not fully feminist’ because it tended to opppose contraception and abortion. This 
is merely a judgement from a left-wing contemporary feminist eager to maintain 
that such issues are intrinsic to feminism. In fact, they are secondary. The only 
necessary and defining features of feminism is that it seeks to maintain female 
sexual value through the control of male sexuality. The Social Purity Movement 
was indeed feminism in its most pure form.»'!’ 


Further concrete evidence of rising inequality through feminist waves was pre- 
sented in my book “Critique of Feminist Ideology: War on Man, Nature and 
Culture”: In 1887, a law passed under the pressure of the first feminist wave and 
the oblique view of the time was deplored, representative of many other laws and 
regulations, according to which boys and men were severely punished, while girls 
and women were not prosecuted at all or hardly prosecuted for the same. 


«I think that the Yonic superstition is in nothing more clearly evinced than in recent 
criminal legislation. The tender body of a young child may be flayed by a brutal po- 
liceman, just because it happens to be of the male sex; if it be of the female, to lay 
a finger on it is sacrilege, and for precisely the same offence it practically receives 
no punishment... Then take the clause in the recent Criminal Law Amendment Act, 
which provides that in the case of illicit intercourse between a boy and a girl, while 
the boy may be sent to the penal servitude of a reformatory for five years the girl 
remains absolutely untouched... what conceivable rational ground can there be for 
limiting the penal consequences to one side of the equation» (To-Day magazine, 
October 1887, 19th century! That was already the state at the beginning of the 
first feminist wave.) 


117 


«» (http://historyoffeminism.com/category/first-wave-feminism/) 
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The “Critique of Feminist Ideology” quotes a book from 1925 on how blatantly 
girls were favoured over boys by followers of the “reform movement’, obviously 
conflating innate skewness of human kind, civilisational skewness and first-wave 
feminism. 


«it is also a fact, that the boy, relatively, doesn't count.» (Ben Lindsey, “The 
Revolt of Modern Youth,, p. 94, 1925) 


«They [60 school girls] where not asking what boys should do. It was plain that 
they would decide all that for the boys so soon as they had decided on the proper 
courses for themselves.» (Ben Lindsey, ibid, p. 94-5, 1925) 


Serious problems of young people were already the consequence at that time. 
This can be traced back to the Romantic period, see the previous sub-chapter on 
youth movements. 


From 1926, “Critique of Feminist Ideology” reports the founding of the “League 
for Men's Rights” with very familiar complaints about strong female favouritism, 
discrimination against men, insidiously and profitably disposed husbands. Some 
of them were sent to prison or to the nuthouse, i.e. psychiatrised, by their wives, 
whereas today the model of rip-off through divorce is more common. In each 
case, skewed laws provided the template for feminist exploitation. 


«Berlin, May 27 1926 

A revolt of the down-trodden male against the domineering female is on the 
way in Vienna where the “Rights for Men” League has been founded to start 
the battle. 

The League, which held its first big mass meeting recently, is composed so 
far only of bachelors, divorced husbands, and unmarried fathers. The still 
married husbands, the members insist, would like to join, but their wives 
won't let them, which in itself is cited as proof for the need of such an organi- 
sation. 

The mass meeting was held under the slogan of “equal rights for men.” 
Sigrud Hoeberth, the president of the League, denied emphatically that the 
aggressive males were women haters. All the League wanted, he said, was 
that the preferences and privileges which the women now receive from 
society, from the State, and especially from the courts, should stop. 

“We love and honour the ladies”, Hoeverth said, “but we want to leave to our 
descendants once more real mothers and wives, and to prevent their being 
killed off by the alleged emancipation of the woman.” ... 
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A large part of the prison inmates, Wollner said, have been put there by the 
accusations of their own wives. A good number of the inates of insane 
asylums, he charged, have been put there by their wives because they were in 
the way. 

“The reason for all this”, Wollner said, “is that the authorities believe the 
woman everything and the man nothing” ... The principal complaint of the 
league members was against the alimony claims of divorced wives and the 
claims of support of unmarried mothers. 

The seceratary of the League, Hofeneder, pictured the claims for alimony and 
support as a cruel persecution of the men, inspired not only by greed but often 
by revenge and plain “cussedness.” 

Under the present Austrian law, Hofeneder said, the unmarried mother has 
practically her choice to whom she wants to pick as the father of her child...» 
(The Daily Gleaner, Kingston, Jamaica, 19. Juni, 1926) 


From 1956, my book ,,Ideologiekritik” (“Critique of Feminist Ideology’) repor- 
ted how old cultures with very lovable women and a culture of love were dama- 
ged and destroyed with military, political and economic pressure, at that time still 
with the ideology of the first feminist wave. A little later, the second feminist 
wave was to continue the work of destruction and increase it to a totalitarian 
culture destruction revolution with gender ideology. 


At the same time, all feminist waves exaggerated any female dominance, whether 
in sexual selection, decisions about pregnancy and abortion, later children''* into 
a de facto solely female decision in which men have nothing to say if the woman 
does not want it, whereas all male spheres of power that could form an — unstable 
and weaker — counterbalance were as completely smashed and abolished as pos- 
sible, vilified as “oppression”. 


«So we went to the great big collectives ... No men were aloud in. A few men 
were allowed to work ... But it was all women. ... What woman would like to put 
her child up in a 24 hour nursery? And we were told that marriage was a dange- 
rous place for women and children. And that essentially the new model would be 
women and children without men. And this whole thing was rolled out in front of 
us. And this was going to be the new movement and men were going to be side- 
tracked.»''’ (Erin Pizzey describes the 1960s, Interview) 


8 From breastfeeding to custody 


"9 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dj8883DryKA) 
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All feminist waves have massively increased inequality and imbalance. But even 
equality does not mean balance, but imbalance, due to biologically consequential 
differences. 


Wanting to be equal was quite what the desire was originally perceived to be — a 
rather bizarre and immature aberration of envy that might be more a case for psy- 
chological studies, or explained by a lesbian predisposition where exchange bet- 
ween man and woman loses much of its meaning. 


The real cause of discontent for many women — especially in the 1960s — was iso- 
lation at home. Erin Pizzey tells how her husband worked hard for her privilege 
of choosing to be a housewife. 


«I was a very happy housewife. I considered myself to be extremely fortunate to 
be able to stay at home and make a choice of looking after the house and the 
half.»'?° (Erin Pizzey, Interview) 


Traditional culture that would have given women sociable activities, such as 
making dishes and baskets together with friends, neighbours and their family, 
surrounded by children playing, had long since died out. As a result, the luxurious 
home for which her husband had to work hard had also become a place of isola- 
tion, there was a lack of tasks for women... 


«Well unlike the families in the Middle East where I grew up, and where strong 
and extended, we were so totally isolated. And I remember the loneliness»’”! (ib.) 


There was a lack of demands on housewives. 


«Betty Friedan said when she founded the feminist movement in 1963, — that 
society asked so little of women.... It was not too much that was being asked of 
them, but too little.» (Daniel Amneus) 


«For the women I interviewed, the problem seemed to be not that too much 
was asked of them, but too little.»'” (Betty Friedan, The Feminine Mystique, p. 
271, first published 1963) 


Both were a consequence of earlier waves of feminism and the loss of cultural 
structure. For even the role of the housewife was not classical, timeless culture, 


20 (Erin Pizzey, Interview, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dj8883DryKA) 

21 (Erin Pizzey, Interview, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dj8883DryKA) 

'2  https://elearning.unipd.it/spgi/pluginfile.php/99853/mod_resource/content/1/ 
The Feminine_Mystique.pdf 
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but its product of decay. This had been shown in volume “Critique of Feminist 
Ideology”; ironically, feminist sources say the same: 


«The women emphasise the compelling necessity of being offered peer contacts 
outside the family for their children and describe the moral overload but physical 
underload of housework. In fact, the type of nuclear family with these 
structures of action only emerged after the Second World War ...»» (Helga 
Krier, in Marlis Kriiger, What does feminist actually mean here?, 1993, p. 69) 


«Actually, they know it themselves: They are rebelling against something that 
came into being only a few decades ago. Therefore, it is inexcusable if they do 
not understand that their rebellion is directed against a consequence of feminisms 
that had been propagated by women's associations with dogged emphasis just a 
short time before in other countries like Japan.» (,,[deologiekritik”’) 


In Victorian times, ladies of status were happy to have no other duties than their 
family. It was a privileged life for ladies of wealth who knew how to fill their 
time of idleness with luxury, gatherings at coffee houses and salons, but culturally 
an ultimately idle, vain and empty life. For culture was originally based all over 
the world on an exchange of gifts and tasks, not on luxurious idleness. The remai- 
ning domestic tasks had become fewer and less important due to technological 
advances. This was the real cause of dissatisfaction with the state of affairs in the 
1950s: instead of a “patriarchal oppression” that never existed, it was an empty 
luxury life of privileged housewives of higher classes who no longer produced 
useful things, who were no longer part of a system of exchange. Already the first 
feminist wave (and decay of culture in general) had damaged the system of com- 
plementary contributions, limiting it to the point where it was no longer sustaina- 
ble. 


“The Gendering of the World” cites as the only non-feminist account of develop- 
ment aid “The Lords of the White Camels”, which describes how women and 
girls — that is, everyone except young children, first playfully, later as labour — 
made useful and beautiful things, from baskets to crockery to feminine jewellery. 
Such things are not mere commodities, bought for money and thrown away as 
soon as they no longer correspond to the latest fashion, but a gift, an exchange for 
what men work on. The common activity of women makes it a social mutuality, 
part of a life that is fulfilled in more ways than one. It is not alienated work, but is 
done together with friends, neighbours, family members, while the children play 
within reach. It is also a contribution to the family, part of a system of exchange. 
Thus, not everything weighs on the man alone, without, however, questioning his 
tasks and importance. It is a doing for each other that is mutually dependent, 
whereas professional activity in today's sense does not do this, often even 
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creating a competitive situation and a structural superfluity of the man that has 
disastrous effects. The functioning of this important cultural structure is described 
in Chapter 4 of “Culture And The Sexes”. 


Without cultural structure, life, even luxury life, became empty, stale, lonely. It 
was in fact the loss of cultural structure that triggered the discontent that in turn 
resulted in feminist waves, which tragically felt and interpreted everything 
exactly wrong, and with ideological stubbornness radically erased all that whose 
disappearance gave rise to the problem they were suffering from and which made 
them dissatisfied. Feminist waves were a rampage of destruction against what 
was needed to fix the problems they suffered from. Feminist waves were also, in 
this sense, an emotional perversion that incited hatred of all that was to be loved 
in nature and culture — they spread hatred instead of love, and deprived men of 
everything they needed to win the love of women and trigger the feeling of 
feminine love. 


The cultural structures damaged by all the feminist waves and finally erased 
altogether are also a prerequisite for the maturation of natural feeling. 


Although we constantly talk about the problems of women and housewives with 
the loss of cultural complementary structures, because women have been the 
driving force of destructive feminism, we should not forget that the main victims 
were and are men and masculinity. 


«Despite the perpetration of violence upon Aboriginal women by non-Aborigi- 
nals, women survived — establishing for themselves a role within non-Aboriginal 
society. 

Aboriginal men were not so fortunate — they lost their families, role as hunters 
and ceremonial rights. They were reduced to mere shadows of their ancestors.»'” 


This is likely to be true of all cultures worldwide, which first languished under 
the onslaught of culture-poor Western civilisation, only to be eradicated 
altogether by feminism. Feminism is in the process of uprooting all men as it has 
already done with the aborigines of Australia. This does not even take radical 
feminist utopias into account. 


3 http://aic.gov.au/media_library/archive/seminar-proceedings/aic-seminar- 


proceedings-12.pdf 
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Part D: Essays 


Men Know What's Right, Celebrate International 
Women's Day 


German men know what's appropriate, celebrate International Women's Day! 


#WorldWomen'sDay #WorldWomen'sDay2021 #WorldMen'sDay 
#WorldWomen'sDayislam 
(Attention: Irony alert for this chapter!) 


Michael K. 
@Michael77720627 


Antwort an @AliCologne 


Deutsche Manner wissen, was sich gehort: Sie feiern 
auch den Internationalen Feiertag. 


4:03 nachm. - 8. Marz 2021 - Twitter Web App 


Dressed up like this, the degradation of the ‘white heterosexual man’, hated since 
1968, fought in mudslinging battles and degraded to a spineless, lawless toad, is 
finally complete. The sexual perversion of feminism, a love-hate relationship, in 
1968 chose non-white violent men to fulfil its secret desires, which the 
emasculated whites were no longer entitled or capable of doing. So in 1968 they 
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chose a Black Panther and serial rapist of white women for po-litical reasons, 
Eldridge Cleaver, as their US presidential candidate of the “Peace and Freedom 
Party”. Evidence in my book, “Downfall through Feminism”. 


baby @softbabycarrot - 4h 
» would you break up with someone for 
” never wearing a mask? 


( ) 4 | 


) Marie Fonseca § 


@TheMarieFonseca 
Replying to 
| have divorced a man because he 
didn't know how to clean a bathroom 
and divorced another because the 
way he breathed got on my nerves 
so yeah I'm pretty sure | could use a 
mask as an excuse for a break up 


1 Retweet 3 Quote Tweets 55 Likes 


White heterosexual men, on the other hand, were profitably divorced, which 
feminist rip-off laws made possible, creating a feminist slaveholding society that 
kept men as useful financial and utility slaves, payers of alimony, child support, 
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taxes and doers of those unpleasant jobs that feminist women have no desire to 
do themselves. As a disposable father, he could be profitably thrown out of their 
lives at any time, cheated out of custody and henceforth financially squeezed out 
as an absentee servant. Someone has to pay for the quotas that discriminate 
against men! 


S Paul Joseph Watson @ @PrisonPlanet - 9 Std. 


International Women's Day: Another excuse for every organ of the cultural, 
corporate, state and media establishment to celebrate itself. 


OQ 102 TL 322 © 2.402 it; 


CRC @CRC57325971 - 8 Std. 
' y This is how the gynocentric sexist UN celebrates International Men's Day 
. 


Background - World Toilet Day | United Nations 
& un.org 


Even on Men's Day, which is not officially celebrated, feminist organisations and 
women staged themselves. The United Nations (UN) has many commemorative 
days for women, all of them constructed with feminist content and vehicles for 
one-sided feminist propaganda. Not a single day of commemoration does this 
organisation have for the male sex. Now that is true justice, equality, and a clear 
sign of what ails the entire era: a vast empathy disorder that completely neglects, 
tramples on, ridicules, insults and muzzles men and especially white male losers. 
Never before in human history has there been such an unjust society on such a 
large scale as the feminist one, and never before have the fundamentals of life 
been so blatantly misunderstood and misinterpreted. 
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CRC @CRC57325971 - 8 Std. 

Antwort an @PrisonPlanet und @JohnDavisJDLLM 
Gynocentric sexist UN - 8 days for females and 0 for males 
International Day of 

*0 Tolerance to FGM (none for MGM) 

*Women/Girls in Science 

*Women's Day 

*Girls in ICT Day 

*Widows’' Day 

*Girl Child 

*Rural Women 

*Elimination of Violence against Women (none for violence against men) 


for women and girls for men and boys 


6/2 Zero Tolerance to FGM 
11/2 Women/Girls in Science 


08/3 Women 
23/4 = Girls in ICT 
23/6 Widows 


18/9 Equal Pay 

11/10 The Girl Child 

15/10 Rural Women 

25/11 Elimination of Violence 
against Women 


That is what my books describe. For precisely this reason, they have been ignored 
for decades, hidden, or, as soon as they nevertheless threaten to become known 
and read, ridiculed with unrestrained vicious denigration in order to scare off 
readers. For if they were read, the feminist dictatorship would not be possible. It 
is their instinct for power that commands the suppression of my books in order to 
cover up the oppression of men. 
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Cheated Out Of a Fulfilled Life 


Jf a child is born into a feminist society, it is deceived, cheated of the most 


important thing in human life, of that which was the driving force of human 
development: sexual culture, the nucleus of family, society and division of labour. 


No matter how carefully the child is cared for physically and pampered — 
although good, natural treatment may be rather rare in our unnatural society — it 
lacks the decisive prerequisites for a fulfilled life. Even “traditional” parents, with 
the best of intentions, cannot remedy this deficiency, because many things 
children pick up not from parents, but from the society around them, peers, the 
structures of their culture, if any. Even the dialect of the environment is quickly 
picked up by children. 


If the child is a boy, he is doubly deceived, born into a world in which there is 
only one sex model: the female one, to which feminist gender epochs orient 
themselves. At all times, there have been two models for two sexes in all cultures, 
as is also the case with biological nature. But in our country, male models have 
disappeared, except in illegal areas, which makes them attractive. 


«He only finds brotherhood in his petty criminal youth fraternity, but not in 
French society.»'™ 


The child is looking for something that does not exist. Since there are no two sex 
models, the relationship between the two sexes is also missing. Thus both girls 
and boys are deceived. Girls do not learn to love the masculine. Both sexes are 
damaged and even sympathetic feelings are missing, which is not noticeable 
because culture and feelings that grew out of culture were defamed until 
knowledge of them died out. This went on for several feminist waves until there 
was nothing left of the heritage of human culture. 


A few days after birth, infants begin to pay special attention to and respond to 
their own sex group because, like language, this is important for their 
development. Both, formation of sex groups linking mutual care and exchange, 
and language are innate as the ability and need to develop structures crucial to 
understanding in the community. 

Both were driving forces in human evolution, the evolution away from common 
animal ancestors to hominids. 


4 http://www.achgut.com/dadgdx/index.php/dadgd/artic- 
le/die_ban_lieus_und_der_islamismus 


225 


Both structures are not only fixed by evolution as a human characteristic that 
distinguishes us from the animal, which does not know such a flexible and 
expressive structure, but were main forces of our development. Our language is 
flexibly learnable and therefore universal, which distinguishes it from instinct- 
driven animal systems such as the bee dance. Similarly, cultural division of 
labour and structure is learnable and flexible, which makes it superior to instinct- 
driven behaviours such as pack formation or deer rutting. 


Infants look eager to learn their cultural environment, apparently even earlier 
than they begin to stammer sounds. Apparently, sexual identity and sexes are 
even more elementary life needs than speaking and communicating verbally. But 
the infants search in vain, cheated of a central life force of the human being, 
because feminist cry babies with immature “I want to have!” took everything 
away from others, wanted to have themselves, and such infantile desire was 
pandered. Therefore, there is no more exchange, because there can be nothing to 
exchange when feminist screamers have everything themselves. Because 
exchange is based on reciprocity and difference: for logical reasons, both 
exchangers must have something that the other did not have. Otherwise there is 
nothing to exchange. 


Without a difference between sounds that can be recognised by all members, 
there are no intelligible words, only unintelligible noise. Without difference 
recognisable by all members and exchange brought in, there is no exchange and 
no functioning sex groups; then feminist immaturity asserts itself, becomes the 
characteristic of all: then there is no culture. Without difference there is neither 
language nor culture. Without cultural mutuality there is no empathy, no 
sympathy. Feelings remain egoistic, self-centred, or attached to one's own sex, as 
exemplified by feminist gender waves with ideological sentiments of concern. 
They elevated a disease to a principle and erased the possibility of culture. 
Gender is the negation of human culture. Gender is cheating people out of 
culture, out of the forces that unite both sexes, feelings, sympathy, empathy. 
Gender is already cheating infants. 


In addition, the male infant experiences feminist society's contempt for every- 
thing masculine, which is perceived as disturbing and is to be shunned. All 
children, boys and girls alike, are affected by the loss of sex groups that form the 
nucleus and core of culture, which means total uprooting due to the total loss of 
culture. But boys are further scolded for being boys, more searching, more 
playfully preparing themselves for biological facts like male dominance hierar- 
chy, which becomes necessary because of sexual selection by women and their 
high demands. 
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The male child is punished more often because he is more restless and is not 
given space to develop his natural dispositions. The boy is very often classified as 
a troublemaker; in the USA many are put under medication such as Ritalin, which 
is by no means harmless, but a serious intervention in the psyche. All this only 
because masculinity is to be suppressed instead of developed in a culturally 
useful form. 


The boy is graded lower for equal performance because he arouses less of the 
protective and cavalier instinct than girls, and because feminist society is oriented 
towards the female model, in which he is disruptive. Real culture had two sex 
groups and two models, was designed for both. Contrary to all propaganda, such 
one-sidedness has only come about through (proto-) feminist waves. 


The boy learns that male behaviour is easily punished. Male genius can hardly 
emerge in this way. Society cripples its intelligence of tomorrow. Even in kin- 
dergarten, he may be deprived of his toys, which he should bring along like all 
children, because they do not suit the taste of the feminist caretaker. (e.g. a toy 
sword was classified as a “weapon” and locked away). 


The boy is supposed to “show feelings” and behave according to feminist 
standards made for girls, but if a six-year-old kisses a girl of the same age, this 
can result in expulsion from school for alleged “sexual harassment” (also 
happened). Girls don't learn anything that could awaken and develop loving 
feelings towards boys and the male sexes, but they do learn the whole range of 
feminist hatred of men (in Sweden, up to and including the mass murder of men 
with SCUM). 


The boy learns that learning is useless, that he thereby can no longer score points 
with girls. Learning can also no longer be beneficial for the hierarchy among 
boys, because biologically there is neither dominance nor competition between 
males and females. By being mixed, the group ceases to be able to fulfil the 
function of a male group. This means that important drives and a lot of interest 
are lost. For it is biologically important for boys to attain a prestigious “rank”, 
which women demand of them in sexual selection. Instead of learning, boys now 
have to fight it out in useless occupations, youth fads in boys' groups outside of 
education and work, struggling for rank and recognition, while girls, who have no 
such hierarchy, sit diligently in school. 


Once again, there is an opportunity to punish boyish behaviour. Subcultures 
emerge, the most dangerous of which is the Islamist'?* — if we leave aside the 
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feminist'”° scene. This is all due to the loss of culture'”’ because of gendering'”* 


and’ feminism.'*° The destruction of male identity likewise damages female 
identity, which also drives young women into the arms of substitute ideologies’”', 
either feminism or counter-ideologies, like Islamism today, often political 
extremism in the early 20th century. Films with screaming women at the 
appearances of the Fuehrer or the Duce bear witness to where the energy came 
from that carries such systems and likewise Islamism. Because the natural culture 
has broken down, support is sought in sectarian and extremist ideologies; at best, 
it is pop concerts. The shrieking at Beatles or Stones concerts (1964) betrays 
similar uprooting and searching, which always finds new outlets. A few years 


IS is a youth movement 
... The starting point is always young men who are unsettled by life. They have given 
up their apprenticeship, dropped out of university, lost their girlfriend. They long 
for identification and adventure, for escape, significance and meaning. ... In the 
end, says Klaus Hurrelmann, they are young men who have lost themselves in the 
delusion of an ideology.» (Quelle: RP, http://www.rp-online.de/politik/ausland/is- 
lamischer-staat-ein-magnet-fuer-die-generation-dschihad-aid-1.5585058) 

«The gateway for Islamism ... 

The fanatical Muslims are the bastards that gender mainstreaming produces with the 
radical imams. The separation from a basic social consensus that destroys children 
and families gives rise to isolation, and in the lonely islands of isolation to 
radicalisation that wants to build a bridge to a normal and healthy world beyond 
the perversion of the West. 

And yes: I understand their contempt for the lifestyle as it is conceived and 
increasingly enforced in the offices in Diisseldorf, Hanover and Stuttgart. And 
even more: I am ashamed that the majority Germans do not manage to fight back. 
How weak we must be that we shrug our shoulders and accept what should be an 
uprising of the decent.» (http://www.rolandtichy.de/tichys-einblick/kein-aufstand- 
der-anstaendigen-gender-mainstreaming-und-isis/) 

«Young people from very different backgrounds turned to militant extremism, 
secondary school dropouts as well as students. “They feel a lack of values, of 
identification.”» (http://www.welt.de/politik/ausland/article149 140238/Die- 
Angst-des-Westens-vor-dem-Tag-danach.html) 

«News Wiesbaden 
21.11.2015 
Wiesbaden: Why young people radicalise - educators interviewed 
By Anke Hollingshaus 
... What male role models there are for the boys. They orient themselves on male 
role models. And if there are none in their own reality - I'll come to that in a 
moment - then they look to idols who are further away. Footballers, pop stars or 
wrestling fighters.» (http://www. wiesbadener-kurier.de/lokales/wiesbaden/nach- 
richten-wiesbaden/wiesbaden-warum-sich-jugendliche-radikalisieren-erzieher-im- 
interview_ 16396498 .htm) 
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later (1968), the male-desiring shrieking and searching tipped over into feminist 
hate and rage shrieking, with that destructive force promising them support that 
drove their uprooting — like a narcotic addict who needs the poison that makes 
him sick, feminism was used as a promise of salvation for the consequences of 
uprooting through feminism, in a sectarian addiction process. The further 
feminism got, the greater the damage to culture, the more broken the people, the 
greater the suffering and discontent, which was then blamed on a mystical 
“patriarchy”. 


When the children become sexually mature adolescents, everything gets much 
worse. “In the wild” — without culture — female selection gives women enormous 
dominance power that we just don't see because that is biologically repressed. In 
cultures, this dominance is mitigated but persists. Instead of removing female 
dominance, all proto-feminist and feminist waves have further reinforced it and 
further oppressed men. Now almost any of the arduous attempts left for young 
men to succeed with young women against strong competition can be classified 
as a crime: Jokes, advances, flirtation, all proceed under constant threat of being 
construed as “harassment”, “abuse” or even “rape”. Feminism has given women 
absolute, unilateral and completely arbitrary power. Women can subsequently re- 
define and accuse as ‘harassment’ or ‘rape’ after they have first enjoyed it; as 
soon as they dislike the relationship, they are allowed to re-define and take it to 
court. Masculinity per se is criminalised. 


Any possibility for men to make themselves attractive is considered “oppression 
of women’, because women themselves want to have what men work to become 
attractive. The feminist screamers have not understood that in doing so they take 
away from men what they themselves demand from men, they make men into 


'9 «School headmaster warns against radicalism: “Islam is a real youth cult” 


Gerald John, 22 November 2015, 09:00 ... 

Klar was able to drive away the suspected recruiters months ago with a call to the 
police, but not their ideology.» (Gerald John, 22.11.2015, 
http://derstandard.at/2000026141159/Schuldirektor-warnt-vor-Radikalismus-Der- 
Islam-ist-ein-echter-Jugendkult) 

«We have a similar problem here in Germany with the backlash against gender 
mainstreaming. ... The observation that many young people only become 
radical/fundamental because they are searching for identity is no coincidence. 
Because the formation of identity may have been sabotaged from above.» 
(http://bfriends. brigitte.de/foren/politik-und-tagesgeschehen/465054-droht- 
deutschland-die-islamisierung-279.html) 

«NRW state government: For the first time, more women than men go to jihad 
By CHRISTIAN WIERMER» (http://www.express.de/politik-wirtschaft/seit- 
jahresbeginn-33-ausreisen-nrw-landesregierung--erstmals-mehr-frauen-als- 
maenner-in-den-dschihad-gezogen,2 184,32373612.html?regio=2858) 
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something they do not want to have, does not meet their demands. Feminist 
screamers have made men superfluous by having everything themselves and no 
longer needing men. Not the other way round, of course; women are neither made 
superfluous, which is impossible because of fertility, nor are their female assets 
and privileges taken away. Feminist screamers have banned everything that is 
masculine and attractive to women. Men have a choice between being put down 
as “oppressors” or becoming so unmanly that women despise them and kick them 
out of their lives. 


Every look can cost men their jobs. Any conversation that a woman finds 
unpleasant can cost men their jobs and livelihoods. Yes, one man has even been 
sued in court for not wanting to talk to a woman. Many others have been sued 
because they wanted to talk to a woman. Anything and the opposite can be 
construed against a man. The man is unprotected game. 


Men have no right of access to life. Men can be kicked out or not admitted in the 
first place. Men are subject to sexual selection. Men have no sexual rights, no 
right to procreate, no right to have offspring. Men are neither allowed to decide to 
have children nor not to have children. The right to choose lies solely with the 
woman. At all times, vital decisions for animals and humans were in the hands of 
women. The suffragism of the 19th century should have been a male suffragism, 
because men had fewer rights then too. Most men were not allowed to vote at the 
ballot box either, although they were sent to battlefields in wars where many lost 
their lives, and had to fight much longer for the right to vote. The woman's choice 
and selection always carried more weight than any male choice. 


Men have duties. That has always been the case, because men of all times have 
had to work hard and fight, often risking their lives, to shoulder female 
privileges. Feminism has radicalised this. Men are pay slaves. Women have 
rights, men have duties, and children have ruined lives. 


Women have every conceivable right to self-realisation. Men have no right to 
self-realisation. Men have the duty to pay the bill for every female self-realisa- 
tion, no matter how crazy, in every respect. Whether husband, ex-husband, for- 
mer boyfriend, biological father, alleged father, tricked involuntary sperm donor 
through sperm theft like Boris Becker, the man always has to pay, has to bear 
obligations that rob him of the possibility to determine his own life. The state 
does not allow any exception to payment slavery. That is why the state often even 
forbids a paternity test, as in France, for example. Because there should always 
be a man whom the state can sentence to mostly lifelong slavery as a payment 
slave. 
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Feminists are furious when a man tries to avoid such slavery by not entering into 
relationships with women. This is against the rules of the game. Because every 
man should have to pay for women. Thus, every woman has enormous benefits 
for which men have to work enormously, slave, toil and forgo self-realisation. 
Such slavery drives the treadmills of economics. This is the truth of feminism, the 
truth of all feminist waves as early as the 19th century, as well as of even earlier 
proto-feminist waves in all civilisations, which then perished through such 
tendencies. 


Innately skewed perception makes it possible and has so far caused every civi- 
lisation to collapse from this ideological plague, if we follow the analysis of the 
ethnologist Unwin — except in that cultural structures are more important than 
sexuality. 


Men have to work because otherwise they cannot fulfil their payment obligations 
in favour of women. The more “emancipated” women call themselves, the more 
unemancipated they enslave men as existences thrown out of life, whose only 
reason for being is to work, labour, struggle and pay for the benefits of women 
who deny the male payment slaves access to their lives. If men do not, they are 
judicially seized, ostracised, insulted. This is how deep-seated the slave law of 
the male slave holding female civilisation of the Occident is. 


The biggest difference between the slave-holding states of antiquity, such as the 
ancient Roman Empire, and the Occident is that men are still denigrated and 
insulted as “oppressors” by feminist indoctrinated lunatics as “thanks” for their 
servitude. Such a perverse slavery, in which the slave-driveresses, by distorting 
the facts into the opposite, still denigrate their enslaved, financially bled slaves as 
“oppressors”, has probably never existed before in the entire history of mankind. 


The financial enslavement of the man is complete as soon as he has the ‘stupidity’ 
to want to procreate. From then on, the mother collects money in the name of the 
child, from which, if the slave husband works well enough, she can buy golden 
toilet bowls. Then she has enough time to sip champagne with like-minded 
friends and cry about the ‘oppression of women’, which lies in the fact that 
biology still makes the sexes different, which, however, is completely 
contemptible according to her much ‘higher-order’ ideological principles. It is not 
the ideology that is wrong, and women are never wrong anyway. The fault lies 
always and only with the facts of nature, biology, and above all with the man. 


As soon as the little screamer sees the light of day, looking in vain for the natural 
sex groups that are even more important and elementary for child, humanity and 
culture than even language, the mother has won the big ticket in the slave lottery, 
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and the man is financially enslaved to the end of his days. As a family man, he 
provides for it voluntarily, but the Damocles sword of separation looms sharply in 
the hands of feminist women. At any moment, a blow can assassinate him, throw 
him out of the family and reduce him to a paying slave. Because of this threat, he 
is already as good as dead in relationships and internally enslaved, for he cannot 
afford to quarrel. The state, feminist laws, manipulated public, tendentious courts, 
all hold together against him, which is made clear to him. Thus the man of not yet 
broken families has already become susceptible to blackmail, is broken inside, 
has to fear that an honest word could seal his fate. He is a structurally and legally 
broken man who can afford neither backbone nor free speech, the opposite of a 
dignified head of a family. He will have to shut up to avoid a disaster that could 
ruin his life. 


«HOW THE PROVISION OF CHILD SUPPORT IN USA IS MEANT TO EXPLOIT 
MEN (via Bharat Darshan) 

Statutory rape victim forced to pay child support 

Alia Beard Rau, The Arizona Republic 1:01 a.m. EDT September 3, 2014 

While in high school, Olivas had sex with a 20-year-old woman. As he sees it now, 
she took advantage of a lonely kid going through a rough patch at home. State law 
says a child younger than 15 cannot consent with an adult under any circumstance, 
making Olivas a rape victim. Olivas didn't press charges ... 

Then two years ago, the state served him with papers demanding child support. That's 
how he found out he had a then-6-year-old daughter. ... 

Olivas said he owes about $15,000 in back child support and medical bills going back 
to the child's birth, plus 10 percent interest. The state seized money from his bank 
account and is garnisheeing his wages at $380 a month... 

The most well-known case was of a Kansas boy who, at age 13, impregnated his 17- 
year-old baby-sitter. Under Kansas law, a child under the age of 15 is legally unable 
to consent to sex. The Kansas Supreme Court in 1993 ruled that he was liable for 
child support... 

California issued a similar state court ruling a few years later in the case of a 15-year- 
old boy who had sex with a 34-year-old neighbor. In that case, the woman had been 
convicted of statutory rape. 

In both cases, it was the state social-services agency that pursued the case after the 
mother sought public assistance. 

“The Kansas court determined that the rape was irrelevant and that the child support 
was not owed to the rapist but rather to the child,”»'** (usatoday) [doch die Mutter 
erhalt das Geld] 


There are many methods to further enslave him. As a rule, the mother gets custo- 
dy, or strong advantages that make “joint custody” a cliché, because there is a lot 


‘32 http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2014/09/02/statutory-rape-victim- 
child-support/14953965/ 
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of money at stake here, which is almost always the man's business to earn. A 
whole industry of oppression fattened itself on this slavery, from youth welfare 
offices to courts to specialised lawyers and whatever other institutions exist in the 
rotten family system of the feminist state. 


Feminist guidebooks circulated in the 1980s and 1990s advising false allegations 
of abuse against divorced men in order to use this mental nuclear weapon to 
secure sole custody and higher alimony, even if the allegations could be proven 
false. The risk for the mother was nearly zero, the profit huge and success almost 
guaranteed. Later it turned out that now false accusations of domestic violence 
were more useful for enslavement because the lies did not need to be agreed with 
the children. 


Things are similarly bad at universities, where “safe spaces” ensure complete 
exclusion of dissenting views, dissenters and men, or in the workplace, where sex 
groups have always been broken up: 


«Eric S. Raymond warns against sex traps 

06.11.2015 

In a blog entry, the well-known American author and software developer Eric S. 
Raymond warns against alleged traps that organised women in IT — the Ada 
movement is mentioned by name — set for men in order to subsequently accuse 
them of sexual assault.»'*? (Linux Magazin) 


Thus, each epoch produces different means to the same end: the enslavement of 
men. From the 1920s, a League for Men's Rights in Vienna reported on methods 
used at that time to dispose of men profitably: at that time, the League 
complained, undesirable husbands were often psychiatrised by their own wives or 
put in prison, because even then the justice system believed women in almost 
everything, but men in almost nothing. Thus, even after the first feminist wave, 
oppressoresses fattened themselves on the goods and property of the enslaved, 
reminiscent of the Aryanisation of National Socialism. 


For this reason, fewer and fewer men are willing to follow the biological 
imperative to allow their genes to live on and thus find some relief from 
mortality, because unbearable aggravation of male enslavement would be the 
result. This is another reason why fewer and fewer children are being born. At the 
same time, feminists have persuaded women that being a mother is worse than 
being a quarter-grown raging child who accuses the rest of the world that God or 
evolution did not create humanity in a gendered way. As a result, society, 


3 http://www.linux-magazin.de/NEWS/Eric-S.-Raymond-warnt-vor-Sex fallen 
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sickened by the virus of feminism, dies out on its own. Collapse of the population 
pyramid. The end. 
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10 Reasons Why Fact-Defying Radical Feminist 
Ideology Won Again And Again 


(1.) § eminist ideology has been making one fact-inconsistent claim after another 


for decades and generations, but has the law of action on its side and wins even 
though it is wrong. Those who argue against it find themselves in a hopeless 
defensive position, ostracised by the media, ignored and overrun. 


(2.) Critics also lose for decades or even generations because they never share a 
clear, viable goal. Current and past opponents were and are only “against” some- 
thing, “anti”. This is hopeless, offers no perspective and can achieve nothing. 
Such a temporary counter-position is at best pushed ahead by the cultural 
revolution, cannot heal damage already done — consequently, the damage multi- 
plies from generation to generation, triggering discontent that then benefits the 
cultural revolution, although the latter is causally responsible. In humans, in 
contrast to chimpanzees and other primates, the so-called “reactive aggression” is 
very weakly developed and therefore loses every confrontation with “active 
aggression”. 


The law of action must be regained, untruth must be replaced by truth, which 
requires time-independent, long-term concepts. This can be achieved through our 
own campaigns for independent models and goals, which have been developed in 
my books since the 1980s, unfortunately mostly unpublished, then publicly 
ignored: 


(A) Restoration and further development of the cultural complementarity of 
the sexes 


(B) Abolition of female dominance fields such as sexual selection, or compen- 
sation by male counterweights 


See my other books. 


(3.) Feminist ideology offered a radical, closed worldview that is much easier and 
more tenaciously defensible than a complex, diverse ideology-free world with all 
its variety, contradictions, imperfections. Ideologues have one common 
denominator: their ideology. The representatives of natural, ideology-free life 
have no common denominator to begin with, perhaps even conflicts of interest 
among themselves. 
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The closed feminist worldview immunised against criticism and perception of 
reality. At the same time, the ideology offered a fashion, scene, following, 
mentally and at times physically militant organisations that pursued far-reaching 
goals according to plan. They shocked society and had the action and attention in 
their hands. 


Those who wanted to oppose radical, destructive ideology built on error and often 
hatred were reactive, largely limited to denouncing individual exaggerations, with 
women and some men running argumentatively behind the “events”, the 
ideology's victorious run. There was no concept of their own, no common ground 
other than the culture that was just sinking, but which was not only under attack 
by feminism but also forced to adapt by technological change. Therefore, 
recourse to a past that had just been changed by technology was inferior to 
ideological attackers because they were more agile. 


(4.) Feminist ideology is based on errors that were already partly anchored in ci- 
vilisation, on a misogyny and glorification of women that had already blossomed 
grotesquely in (male) thinkers centuries before. (see previous chapters) At least 
since early modern times and the saddle period, if not longer, men of other 
peoples, cultures and epochs have been falsely defamed as cruel and tyrannical, 
while women have been falsely portrayed as “oppressed”. (This has been 
scientifically refuted, see also: “Culture And The Sexes.’’) 


Equally false was the assertion of male dominance, since the female sex is 
biologically dominant. Men are disadvantaged and oppressed, but not women, 
who have been and continue to be favoured at all times. 


Although feminists appeared as radical attackers, this is also why they received 
more support than critics who at the same time had to fight against time-honoured 
misjudgements. 


(5.) An innate distortion of perception makes us perceive women preferentially, 
support them whether justified or not, whereas men are perceived and treated 
disadvantageously. If men justifiably complain about injustice, they are ridiculed 
for it. Women are allowed to complain, even without a reason. 


(6.) Never before have all the basic assumptions of feminism been convincingly 
scientifically refuted and shown to be the opposite: men are oppressed and 
disadvantaged. Genetic analyses prove this for at least 60,000 years. For reasons 
(4), (5), favoured women were able to get themselves into a wrongly assumed 
victim role at the expense of the disadvantaged sex that still had to pay for their 
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error and their war against men and shoulder the damages along with further 
disadvantage: the men. 


(7.) Instead of good and scientifically watertight arguments (female dominance, 
among other things through sexual selection and birth, preference for women, 
burdens for men, innate and civilisationally skewed perception), opponents of 
feminism often brought up less than suitable ways of arguing because they were 
based on a tradition that includes staging masculinity, which is not to be taken at 
face value, but as a necessary as well as fragile attempt to build up a 
counterweight to the biological power of the feminine, and as a courtship pose 
demanded of women. 


Building on masculine strengths, as important as they are for a culture in balance, 
was therefore an argument doomed to failure. 


A favourite argument of opponents of feminism since the 19th century has been: 
“The sexes are different. It is delusion to deny these differences.” This is certainly 
correct, just not attractive, and also poorly justified at the time because the state 
of science was not so advanced as to distinguish between sensible or necessary 
but changeable habits and real human universals. Subsequently, changes in 
technology and society shook its rationale, and feminist waves have now 
triumphed three times. 


The argument of female dominance through sexual selection and birth has never 
been raised against feminism since the 19th century, but was even then cited by 
feminists as ‘proof’ of alleged ‘female superiority’ and left to them. 


It was never enough to point out differences. Above all, it does not always have 
to be the way people were used to until yesterday. Such arguments always lose 
when counterforces are strong enough to force change. Simple terms like 
“equality” — which all three feminist waves themselves blatantly violated — can 
achieve more in debates than complicated, ultimately often next to impossible 
proofs of why this or that should be this way and not another. The almost 
impossible burden of proof was placed on the attacked, the accused, the accused: 
Men and human culture. 


Although feminism was wrong — women were never oppressed, men were; 
women were always privileged and men disadvantaged by duties, burdens, 
selection discrimination and poorer perception. Women were never “victims”; but 
men were often, not only in battles, wars or dangerous professions. Although all 
feminist assumptions are false (see first three books on topic), a debate is 
already won with such a simple, comprehensible battle cry as “equality”, because 


237 


it is embedded in civilisation, just like misandry, and the burden of proof is 
suddenly on the proponents of an ideology-free life, but this proof is almost 
impossible to provide. 


To get out of this trap requires a new watertight scientific approach, and a well 
thought out campaign for male losers. In “Culture And Sex The Sexes” it is 
demonstrated that sex difference is not only a human universal of all hominids for 
7 million years, important driving force of human evolution, and such differences 
arise from female sexual selection — not from an assumed mythical ‘patriarchy’ or 
‘male power’ — but also basic building block of every culture. Culture, in turn, is 
a structure like language, one necessary for understanding, the other to enable 
reference, responsibility and the maturing of participatory feelings between the 
sexes. 


Difference and complementarity therefore demonstrably have nothing to do with 
‘male power’, since differences are the result of female dominance in selection, 
and are indispensable prerequisites for there to be exchange and reciprocity. Just 
as language is innate as a human ability and need, so is culture. Just as there 
could be an infinite number of different human languages, but they all have 
similar characteristics, so it is with culture. 


The clumsiness of the argumentation of opponents of feminism, who were 
actually right, lay in all three feminist waves in considering certain manifestati- 
ons of sex differences and certain culturally or religiously given structures as 
unchangeable or the measure of all things. For three waves, feminists had an easy 
time mustering a lot of militancy, ruthlessness and aggression, as well as 
persistence, to bring down such structures by ‘showing’ that things could be done 
differently — by which they actually proved nothing, because that should have 
been clear from the beginning. However, the result in each case was a 
deterioration, a loss of culture, unnecessary conflicts with human nature and an 
increase in imbalance and female privilege. Not even feminist ‘science’ (which is 
based on unobjectivity, partisanship, subjectivity and indoctrination of the object 
of research, for proofs see my book “Ideologiekritik”) can deny that different 
roles of the sexes are universal in all cultures, ethnic groups worldwide and at all 
times before the feminist cultural revolution, even in so-called “matriarchies”. 


Such small but momentous clumsinesses have repeatedly failed otherwise clear- 
sighted people for three feminist waves and have therefore been overrun by 
ideology. 


(8.) In an attempt to appeal to the tastes of the masses, who are often bored by 
deep arguments and do not even bother to read them, populist patterns have been 


238 


used that cannot work in the long run: Mayflies are created that sometimes seem 
embarrassing after a generation. 


Thus, from the first wave until today during the third, attempts have been made to 
point out the “masculinisation”, “unfemininity”, “loneliness” or “ugliness” of 
feminists, that they are unmarried or manless, or man-hating lesbians. There may 
be some truth in this, if the facts are examined deeply enough, because a 
strikingly high proportion of the founders of all feminist waves were either 
bisexual or lesbian, had resentments against men, sometimes extreme ones. (see 
my other books, chapters on feminist hatred, and chapter on lesbian agenda) But 
this does not mean that this is true for all, nor for the mass of women who were 
seduced by the ideology, or indoctrinated from childhood. In short, it may not 
apply to a clear majority today, even if it did or even was significant when the 
errors developed. It certainly does not apply to male feminists, who today are 
very numerous and very entrenched in such thought patterns. 


The same applies to ugliness or loneliness. The reference to appearance is in any 
case low-level and therefore harmful. Loneliness or manlessness is just as much a 
failure as an argument because it does not apply to the majority, it falls short as 
an explanatory pattern, even if a connection with resentment against men can be 
proven. The proof should be scientific. That may sound less sexy, but it is 
correct. Simply asserting something may strike a chord with the zeitgeist, 
impoverished by previous waves of ideology, but it is not a watertight argument, 
or any argument at all. 


Most feminists today will not be manless, provided they are heterosexual. There 
aren't even enough non-feminist women for all men to find one. Besides, women 
have the biological, primary choice, so women are much more likely to exclude 
men whose views they dislike than, conversely, men are to exclude women, even 
if their anti-male attitudes would be an objectively justifiable reason for rejection. 
Again, the argument does not hold water with the many male feminists to be 
reckoned with today. 


Unfemininity or masculinisation was also cited as early as the 19th century. There 
are some old postcards that caricature feminists of the time in this way. Although 
this observation is not entirely wrong either, it was always unsuccessful as an 
argument. There were also more feminine women who were caught up in the 
ideology, so the ideology could not be stopped by a blanket portrayal as 
masculinised. The next generation adopted such masculinised appearance and 
fashions en masse. After the first wave, women appeared en masse as “‘flappers” 
or with tomboyish male haircuts and other masculine attributes. If the intention 
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had been to stop the masculinisation of women in this way, it had regularly failed 
visibly in the next generation. 


Even a right and good thing needs better, right arguments. 


(9.) (a) Most either don't think about it, or have been socialised (or more 
accurately, indoctrinated) into feminism. Then, when they encounter massive 
problems, they may start thinking and wake up a little. Then they see their own 
problem as huge and the main reason why feminism is wrong. But this hill — their 
problem — in the foreground — hides a huge mountain range in the background. 
Until they gain an overview of the entire mountain range of feminist errors, 
destruction and consequential damage, they will not be able to overcome this 
mountain range. 


(b) The few who break away from feminism are individuals, lone wolves at best, 
fragmented, lacking a common agenda, lacking the obsession and radicalism of 
feminists, which is very good and important humanly, but reduces their 
effectiveness. 


(10.) Almost all of them only see current problems. They have become ac- 
customed to earlier radical feminism. They mistakenly believe that in the past 
“they were right and fought for a good cause”; only “now they have lost their 
sense of measure and have gone radically astray, becoming harmful to everyone”. 


It can be proven (e.g. “Ideologiekritik” and “Censored: First Volume on the First 
Wave’’) that all feminist waves in their time were similarly radical, extremist and 
destructive of sex relations, similarly immoderately expanded female dominance, 
similarly spread hatred of men, destroyed mature feelings and replaced them with 
(feminist) egoisms. Accordingly, earlier waves were also rightly perceived in 
their time as radical, disintegrating family and society, just as today's waves are in 
our time. 


The processes are similar. But because there was no basis to expose the false 
feminist assumptions — such as of women as “victims”, “disadvantaged”, or even 
“oppressed” — and to expose, refute and show for what it really is, the feminist 
game of wrongfully arrogated victimhood, their quest for dominance and 
preference at the expense of disadvantaged men, the bad and unjust game worked 
again and again: for three feminist waves. 


If the feminist fallacies — the radically false assumptions from the beginning, the 
opposite of which is even true — are not exposed soon, it could go on like this in 
the long run, new waves based on the same fallacies and processes directed 
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against disoriented and helpless people who are already far too disenfranchised to 
be able to speak out and resist further oppression. 


Messing with feminist waves on individual issues that are particularly “burning 
under the nails” has never worked. Not with the first wave, not with the second, 
and not with the third. It will never work. 


A basic, watertight new approach is attempted by the series “The Two Sexes”, 
based on the latest scientific knowledge. Further volumes are planned. 


Not only a solid and lasting basis for argumentation is necessary, but also 
perseverance. Just as feminists initially took a long time to conquer power, which 
they soon abused more and more rapidly and violently in all waves, it takes 
enormous sustained effort over long periods of time, generations, to achieve 
anything and heal the damage. 


Nothing will be achieved without goals that are carried forward over generations 
and worked for with diligence. 

That is why it is important to replace feminist zeitgeist and ideological “science” 
with a coherent non-feminist view and real science. 


This is the goal. Read for yourself in the book series what has or has not been 
achieved. What is still missing or not achieved, do it yourself. It is up to you. 
You. No one else will do your part. Only you can do it. 
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Positive Goals, Own Long-Term Campaigns 


” 


Jn the debate on “10 reasons ...”, why criticism of feminism has repeatedly 


failed, it was noticed that no one took a bite to the explosive positive new cam- 
paigns that do not defend but actively demand something new and unique. 

(A) Restoration and further development of the cultural complement of the 
sexes 

(B) Abolition of female domination fields such as sexual selection, or com- 
pensation through counterweights 


Both are very important and highly explosive! 


Abolition of female dominance fields, of sexual selection! This demand is well 
justifiable and turns the tide. Why has no feminist ever protested against the 
injustice of one-sided feminist electoral power? Are they willing to give up their 
dominance to create equality and justice? 


No? Then what choice or power do men receive as compensation? No choice 
in the world that men have ever had is as momentous and powerful as sexual 
selection, which makes species emerge or disappear, creates and determines sex 
differences, decides personal lives in a very central place. 


The restoration and further development of natural and important human univer- 
sals is a crucial issue whose importance we can hardly measure. After the sup- 
pression of human nature and culture by a radical cultural revolution, it is 
necessary to consider: What now? This is where the direction that society and 
humanity will take in the future is decided. 


Culture is human universal, fundamental to our species, must be rebuilt, better, 
more stable and more in balance than before! 

It is also important to learn from history! Mistakes made by opponents of femi- 
nism in previous waves should not be repeated. 


242 


Feminist Hysteria 


Hysteria characterised all feminist waves, as the opening chapter of “Settling 


The Score With Feminism” and the book "Censored: First volume on the first 
wave” prove from original sources of the respective time. Basic assumptions of 
feminist waves were false, falsely believed to be true with subjective conceit 
(feelings of dismay), imposed on the rest of the world with emotional pressure. 
Therefore, the term “hysteria” is appropriate. Hysteria was already identified in 
the first feminist wave in 1910. In this book we deal with only one particular 
form. 


Several such hysterias posed men as a threat. One is to denigrate men as “poten- 
tial rapists” (to actually take female sexual dominance to a totalitarian extreme). 
Another, particularly embarrassing because it is especially outrageous, sets alarm 
bells ringing and turns off the mind, is the suspicion of men as “child molesters”. 
The feminist use of this hysteria peaked in the 1980s and 1990s when feminist 
underground guidebooks circulated advising the use of false accusations in 
divorces because with this lie, devastating to the man, the woman could secure 
custody and feudal maintenance rights. Even if the court saw through the lie, the 
financial reward including sole custody was as good as certain — a kind of nuclear 
weapon of the sex war. 


This hysteria was not only picked up by neo-Nazis, who like to peddle fears, but 
also seems to have reached broad sections of the population. A press report shows 
the consequences: 


«Pedophilia allegation: father attacked while walking with daughter 

While going for a walk with his daughter, a 50-year-old was attacked by 
several people and insulted as a child molester. A man hit him in the face. 

A man was cursed and beaten as a pedophile in the presence of his ten year old 
daughter. The two were walking in Freising near Munich when the 50-year-old 
was attacked by a group. gam/dpa»'* (spiegel.de) 


Women are not suspected; this hysteria is directed against men. Pedophile women 
have been and are decriminalized by feminists and often approved or even 
praised — see e.g. the well-known vagina monologues praised by feminists. (For 
evidence see “Critique of Feminist Ideology. War against man, nature and 
culture’’.) 


4 http://www.spiegel.de/panorama/justiz/freising-vater-wird-beim-spaziergang-mit- 
tochter-angegriffen-a- 1043244 html 
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Politically Incorrect Facts And Conclusions 


The facts mentioned here may be “politically incorrect”; however, it is important 


to know all the facts, not just to be fed opportune representations, if facts are to 
be understood. 


It was already noted in “Culture And The Sexes” that feminism tore apart the 
connection between sexes and culture; according to one study, the social change 
since the 1960s caused an increasing orientation towards spouses from the same 
social background and with the same education. The more the natural and cultural 
connection between the sexes by complementary and exchange structures is 
broken down, the more attempts are made to strengthen the connection through 
the same social, intellectual, fashionable and educational background, to replace 
the lost cultural binding force. Moreover, social differences now threaten ruinous 
separation laws. 


This in turn had the effect of increasing social inequality. According to one 
calculation, the contrasts between rich and poor, which grew enormously and 
dangerously in 2015, would be restored at a stroke to the much more balanced 
level of 1960 if rich partners mated with poor ones, as was more common in the 
past when a rich man often married or partnered with a secretary or hairdresser 
girl. This model of “rich mating with poor” was one-sided, by the way: rich men 
were fine with a poor but beautiful, nice, fertile, grateful woman. Conversely, a 
rich woman very rarely selected a poor man; in view of female electoral power, 
this hardly ever happens, and if it does, the poor man has other qualities, the 
woman other selection criteria than money. Men, on the other hand, are socially 
not picky in general, and are happy to elevate a woman in status. 


However, the alarming increase in social antagonisms, a great danger for society, 
already had something to do with emancipation in the 19th century. Now, let no 
one become spiteful about this, let no one accuse the author ad hominem of “bad 
intentions” — these facts must be known. What conclusions are to be drawn from 
them is another question. Above, I did not mention the level of education, but the 
supplementary structure as the key, as well as the alimony plundering. In our 
country, education made the remnants of old supplementary structures disappear, 
but this is “not a law of nature”. Education would have to teach the value and 
importance of complementary structures to solve the problem. 


«Educational expansion created more marriages by same educational level, 
race 
August 19, 2015 
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Compulsory schooling laws instituted in the late 1800s and early 1900s 
caused more people in Northern states to marry people at their same 
education level and race, possibly contributing to economic inequality, 
according to a University of Kansas researcher's study.»'* (phys.org) 


Die Ergaénzungsstrukturen verschwinden, wenn gleiche Beschaftigungen Ergan- 
zung und Tausch unméglich machen. Das schadigt die Identitaét des Individuums, 
auch die sexuelle Identitat, schwacht die Bande zwischen den Geschlechtern und 
verscharft die Konkurrenz, die nun auch zwischen den Geschlechtern aufkommt. 
Dadurch entsteht sozialer Druck und persénliche Verwirrung, was offenbar auch 
die Selbstmordraten nach oben treibt. 


«The greater a country's gender equality in employment, the higher its 
homicide rate 

August 25, 2015 

The greater a country's gender equality when it comes to employment, the 
higher the overall homicide rate, according to a Baylor University study of 
146 countries.»'*° (phys.org) 


Not only committed suicides are the problem, but the increase in general human 
unhappiness, suffering, dissatisfaction with life, lack of fulfilment with happiness 
in life, which affect many more people than the few who kill themselves because 
of it. 


Moreover, this has to be seen in the context of statistics which show that male 
suicide victims are many times more than female suicide victims. 


Culture gives happiness in life. Complementarity of the sexes is an essential force 
for living a fulfilled life. Feminism has destroyed the foundation of culture, taken 
away its basis of existence, and thus also shattered much happiness in life. The 
human universal culture is to be pushed out of the consciousness of generations 
that have not had the chance to know it, and to be locked up as a deterrent in a 
cabinet of horrors of history-ridden slander, so that the truth, which is dangerous 
for feminism, will never come to light. Unhappy generations will suffer in silence 
without even realising that there could and should be more happiness in life, and 
what their lack of it is due to. 


5 http://phys.org/news/2015-08-expansion-marriages. html 
86 phys.org/news/2015-08-greater-country-gender-equality-employment.html 


245 


Ambivalent Signals 


We had demonstrated a multi-stage biological and, building on this, social 


dominance of the female sex. First of all, the female sex is dominant due to 
sexual selection in humans and closely related animals. Added to this are 
biological reasons for dominance, which are therefore effective under all 
circumstances: fertility, pregnancy and the influence on the infant through a 
special early childhood bond with the mother. 


Other evolutionarily anchored characteristics and reasons in our biology were the 
following: First, an evolutionary protection of children, the future of the tribe and 
the genes whose survival is at stake in evolution. This protection of children was 
transferred to mothers and women in general, which is biologically anchored by 
preferential perception and protective instincts towards women that ensure female 
preference. 


Independently of this, there was a second mechanism that ensured that lower- 
ranking men, who evolutionarily should be a majority of 80 per cent of all men, 
are perceived badly and adversely, and that prohibits men from complaining 
about bad treatment. Whereas complaints by women and children are 
immediately heeded, regardless of whether they are justified or not. The reason is 
a self-protection of evolution against a possible undermining of the evolutionary 
system of selection, if male losers — by which 80 per cent of the population are to 
be understood — were allowed to complain about having lost the fight for higher 
rank and access to fertile women and thus, in the sense of evolution, were given 
“unjustified” access to attention, love and reproduction. 


Strong, dominant-looking men are also part of this biological game in which the 
female sex is central and dominant; our consciousness misinterprets it because of 
innately distorted perception, and most radically wrong, in exact opposition to the 
facts, feminism has interpreted such things. Dominant men are this among men; 
in biology there is no dominance of men over women. Since the female sex is 
biologically dominant, balance requires a counterbalance, and thus the areas 
where men “dominate” over women — even if these existed culturally, which is 
doubtful, this would be justified, necessary, a balance against deeper and more 
permanent female dominance; for all that men build is fragile, fleeting results of 
hard work, whereas biological dominance falls effortlessly into women's fertile 
laps. Above all, such apparent dominance is a quality mark demanded by women 
in men, which they presuppose, because they only want to mate socially and 
sexually with successful men and thus genes. Feminism has thus demonised and 
destroyed everything that is necessary as a counterbalance to innate female 
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dominance, and equally necessary to gain interest, affection and love from 
women as well as to escape unfair perception by society. 


Feminism thus destroyed the basis of female feelings of love for men by treating 
with hostility and forbidding the very things that can trigger female love in the 
first place; they also made the male sex largely superfluous through equality; they 
destroyed culture by eradicating all difference, complementarity, reciprocity and 
mutuality that make culture possible. With culture, once again, a necessary basis 
for the emergence and maturation of genuine feelings, affection, sympathy, 
empathy and non-egoistic love was shattered. Let us return to the mechanisms of 
female preference. 


Although these are probably the most important mechanisms known at present, 
on which the argumentation of the first five volumes of the series “The Two 
Sexes” is therefore based, they are not all known in the present state of science. 
Another, subordinate and therefore not prominently used reason, we want to 
discuss here: 


As scientists have discovered, women also determine the course of flirting. In 
flirting, the man's reactions could be predicted from the woman's reactions, not 
the other way around. 


«Women still have control over men. 

For example, in the search for a partner: In our behavioural studies we filmed 
what happens when women and men meet and flirt with each other for the first 
time. The result: it was always the woman who actively chose her partner. We 
men may think we are in charge. But in reality, women control men's behaviour, 
through gestures and facial expressions. We could always predict men's 
behaviour from women's behaviour, but never the other way round.»'*’ (Spie- 
gel.de) 


It is up to the man to interpret the woman's signals “correctly”, i.e. in the 
woman's sense. Society also sees it this way and thus gives the woman the power: 
If there are misunderstandings, the man is blamed, not the woman who has sent 
unclear or misunderstood signals. This is especially unfair because female signals 
are in most cases “intentionally” (or unconsciously intentionally) ambiguous and 
unclear. 


«Women are often ambivalent and ambiguous in their flirting signals.»'°* (flirt- 
xpert.de) 


87 http://www.spiegel.de/spiegel/print/d-20017779.html 
88 http://www. flirtxpert.de/flirttraining/frauen-sendet-deutliche-flirtsignale/ 
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This is not a subjective assumption to which the opposite could just as well be 
said, but a phenomenon known to science. 


«When the Viennese ethologist Karl Grammer studied couples flirting, another 
protean habitus came to light. Women in particular hid their intentions behind an 
ambivalent, unpredictable facade and sent out signals of interest and distance at 
random.»'” (Rolf Degen, 2006, wissenschaft.de) 


Women usually send ambiguous signals that make it difficult or impossible for 
men to interpret them correctly. If a man then misinterprets such an ambivalent 
signal, he is seen as a troublemaker, a bully, a “harasser” or something worse. 
Feminism has gone to great lengths to criminalise pretty much every possibility 
of the man, to make him unprotected game for feminist vindictive laws. The 
trump card in flirtation and selection is in female hands anyway; feminist 
campaigns further oppressed the oppressed, blatantly magnified the injustice, 
which works mainly because our consciousness is biologically skewed in matters 
involving sex, and even the fact that we perceive in a distorted way is suppressed 
from our consciousness. Feminisms have thus systematically and ideologically 
radicalised innate injustice as never before. 

Feminism has from the beginning pursued unjust goals, founded on false assump- 
tions, used false perceptions and thus caused immense damage, which by no 
means only affects men, but the entire culture of humanity. 


If a man reacts incorrectly to ambivalent signals, he is embarrassed. This has an 
effect all the way into the joke. Let's analyse an “indecent joke” that regularly 
circulates on the internet. 


«A man spends a night with a woman from another culture. In her language, she 
repeatedly shouts something that he takes as an incentive and enthusiasm. The 
next day, the man plays golf with a business partner from the woman's cultural 
group. When his counterpart holes a successful shot, he wants to show off his 
newly acquired language skills and repeats the woman's words from the previous 
night. But his golf partner looks at him not at all pleased and retorts, «What do 
you mean, “wrong hole’?”» 


We laugh at the man who misunderstood incomprehensible signals from the 
woman. He looks like a fool who makes mistakes in bed and doesn't even 
understand the woman's hint. 


89 (Rolf Degen, 2006, _ http://www.wissenschaft.de/archiv/-/journal_content- 
/56/12054/1653990/Launisch-lebt-am-1%C3%A4ngsten/) 
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Part E: Feminist Censorship 


Let's take a tour of the many forms that feminist repression or censorship take 
today. 


Many are not aware of the impact of non-publication. An author often only matu- 
res with his first publication. Working with a proper publisher is an incentive; 
good editors give important advice. Fine-tuning a book from new angles in order 
to communicate it to an audience broadens and sharpens the eye for questions 
that were alien to the original impulse to think, versify and write. Only those who 
are published know that it is worthwhile to continue working, receive suggestions 
or criticism that gives incentive to create something new, to explain what is not 
understood by the public. 

It is only publication that gives rise to debates that produce new views and argu- 
ments, that allow the author to become creative in a new way. There may be slurs 
and insults, but even these clearly show what biased small minds do not under- 
stand and are therefore particularly important. Even a slur may stimulate, may en- 
courage to continue on this path, because every slur reveals a taboo behind which 
there is important to be discovered. Some things may be received brilliantly, 
indicating a need for more, which is then easily met. 

An unpublished writer is like a person with no experience of the opposite sex; he 
may have good thoughts, but lacks the interaction with others through which 
reality first comes into being. Unpublished years are lost years, just as rejected or 
unemployed years are lost. Whether it is exclusion from love life, employment or 
publication, the effect is similarly drastic. 


«It took me ten years to get this book published, it was turned down by every major 
publisher in this country.»'*° (Erin Pizzey) 


Among the many forms of obstruction of feminism-critical or non-feminist work 
is the neglect of work, books, reporting, research, aid that is not about women but 
about men, or feminism-critical results instead of feminist ones. There are no 
funding or research mandates for cultural structures, but instead for every slanted 
ideology of feminist provenance. An inconspicuous but effective part of the prob- 
lem is already personal awareness and willingness to donate. 


«Dean: They were violent and the men weren't? 
Erin: Yeah! And that’s why I tried to open a house for men almost immediately 
after I opened the refuge for women and my problem was — and this was a great 


140 http://www.avoiceformen.com/mens-rights/domestic-violence-industry/refuting- 


40-years-of-lies-about-violence/ 
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shock to me — I was given a house at a Peppercorn Rent by the Council; and then 
I asked men who had actually given money for my refuge for women and 
children (they were millionaires) to give me some money for the men’s house, 
and none of them would give a penny!»'"! 


Biologically skewed perception, deep-rooted one-sidedness of Western civilisati- 
on and feminism interlock here into a progressive skew and consequent destructi- 
on. Our already skewed view gave power to feminist extremists, who further 
radicalised just such skewed view and misused it for censorious purposes. 


Censoring what children read, learn, what adults, adolescents or children see, 
hear or read in the media, what is taught in schools and universities or played in 
kindergartens and daycare centres, what the media disseminate, has become a 
major preoccupation and central concern of feminist forces. '" 


«Feminist agitator and self-proclaimed video game critic Anita Sarkeesian has 
had a bad few weeks. ... her censorious comments regarding the “Doom” 
franchise got her roundly mocked, and now she’s at the center of the slow- 
motion train crash that is the United Nations Cyberviolence Report. Even her 
collaborator on said report, Zoe Quinn, has disowned it... 

However, her greatest ideological failure is not so much in her defective 
morality (to which much of feminism is no stranger), as in her conspicuous 
failure to sell it. If one is going to defend evil as liberation, one has to do it in 
a very compelling fashion. ... 

Women can do no wrong, and if men expect anything of them, the sexist 
haters gonna hate.»'* (Mytheos Holt, 13. Oktober) 


Among the many feminist forms of censorship is the rewriting of facts to con- 
form to ideology, whether in school textbooks, curricula or on Wikipedia, just 
like blocking “defiant” people who dare to express non-feminist points of view, 
‘41 http://www.avoiceformen.com/mens-rights/domestic-violence-industry/refuting- 
40-years-of-lies-about-violence/ 

Vermutlich ware ich nicht der Mensch, der ich heute bin, hatte ich in meiner 
Kindheit nicht ohne Fernseher gelebt, anspruchsvolle Kinder- und 
Erwachsenenbicher fritherer Generationen gelesen, aus der Weimarer Republik 
oder dem Kaiserreich, Geschichten von der Friihzeit, als die Christianisierung 
gerade begann, sodann klassische Literatur — ich breche den Gedankengang 
hiermit ab, um nicht unndtig an weitere Tabus politischer Korrektheit zu rihren, 
die mit unserem Thema nichts zu tun haben... 

‘83 «» (Mytheos Holt, OCTOBER 13, 2015, 
http://thefederalist.com/2015/10/13/anita-sarkeesian-wants-women-to-have-their- 
cake-and-eat-men-too/) 
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or even to state inconvenient facts. In feminist circles, a mere reference to a real 
statistic that has not been falsified by feminists is enough to get one kicked out 
and see one's posts deleted. 


«The book burners of the 21st century 

7 September 2013 Aranita 

... In the 21st century, people are resorting to the methods of the day, but the 
thinking behind it is exactly the same as burning books. 

... On both Facebook and Twitter, as on other platforms, it is possible to report 
other people's comments as spam or as inappropriate. If a certain number of 
users do this, the corresponding post is blocked. Sometimes the post is only 
not displayed, on Facebook there is an automatic block of 12 hours and an 
automatic deletion of the post, on Twitter the entire account is blocked. 

The blocking is not checked further ... ... but this opens the door to abuse. ... 
In the meantime, the book burners of the 21st century have also discovered 
this method to censor dissenters. ... 

On Twitter there are sometimes calls to block dissenters with the names of 
disagreeable users whose only “offence” is to have a different opinion.»'“* (a- 
ranita) 


The calls for censorship came from feminists who brought up the method that 
is used today to censor on a large scale in line with many modern ideologies. 


«For example, it is no problem to call for the abandonment of the boundaries 
set by the constitution at ZEIT Online, but doubts about gender 
mainstreaming should be presented with caution. There is a clear discrepancy 
between the assessments and convictions of the majority in this country and 
what the media allow thematically in terms of debate.»'* (faz.net) 


The term "silent majority" comes from the first feminist wave'*’. Even then, 
the silent majority was silenced into disappearance by a radical, militant 
minority overruling it. In the 1970s, the same term — “silent majority” — 
became popular again, until it disappeared once more with the mocked and 
silenced majority. The media constantly reports on feminist issues in a 
feminist perspective; even entertainment is consistently feminist-tinged. 


‘4 http://www. aranita.de/blog/2013/09/07/die-buecherverbrenner-des-2 1 -jahrhun- 
derts/ 

https://blogs.faz.net/deus/2015/10/3 1/zensur-als-kleine-schwester-der-luegenpres- 
se-2957/ 

I found a mention of the term “silent majority” among critics of feminism at the 
end of the 19th century 


145 


146 


251 


Other opinions are silenced or contemptuously disparaged. It has been the 
same undemocratic — or rather anti-democratic — processes each time, using 
innately skewed vision to systematically destroy culture, the balance of 
society and ultimately freedom. 


«TUESDAY, 13 OCTOBER 2015 

... aS well as the anti-male demagogue Michael Kimmel, who of course once 
again declares us to be right-wing radicals ... 

Last weekend, the US National Coalition for Men ... reported the following 
on Facebook: 

“Bad news. Our web pages have been attacked and destroyed. At this time we 
do not know if anything can be salvaged. As one of our technicians notes, ‘It 
looks like someone dropped a nuclear bomb on it.’ Consequently, links to this 
page or any other of our domain will only work if the article is mirrored 
somewhere else. It will take us months to rebuild the domain. Obviously we 
would like to find out who brought us down.”!*” 

The men's movement is apparently increasingly seen as a threat to the one- 
party system on the gender issue that must be stopped at all costs. 

published by Arne Hoffmann @ 8:17»'** (genderama) 


From defaming to blocking: 


«BEATRIX VON STORCH 

Facebook sperrt Profil von AfD-Abgeordneter 
von: Dietmar Neuerer 

Datum: 11.11.2014 14:54 Uhr»! (Handelsblatt) 


Oft werden genderkritische Stimmen gesperrt. Zu den Unterdriickungsmethoden 
geh6rt auch, eine Mitarbeiterin zu entlassen, wenn sie religidse und daher der fe- 
ministischen Genderideologie unwillkommene AuBerungen getan hat. 


«Jesus called “Son of God” — fired by gender StaSi 


47 “Bad news. Our website was attacked and destroyed. As of now we do not know 
if anything can be salvaged. As one of our techs noted, ‘It looks like someone 
dropped an atomic bomb on it.’ So, links on this page and elsewhere to anything 
on our website will only work if the website article is cached somewhere. It will 
take a few months to rebuild the site. Obviously, we would really like to find out 
who took us down” 
http://genderama.blogspot.de/2015/10/erste-szenen-aus-doku-uber. html 
http://www.handelsblatt.com/politik/deutschland/beatrix-von-storch-facebook- 
sperrt-profil-von-afd-abgeordneter/10964548. html 
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Published on 10 October 2015 / under Diary / with 11 comments 

The city of Vienna has offered a new low in terms of GenderGaga. A 50-year-old 
kindergarten teacher has now been dismissed for explaining Christmas to the 
children in her group in a “too religious” way. Among other things, she was criti- 
cised for referring to Jesus as “the Son of God” instead of speaking about him in 
a sex-neutral way.»'°° (denken-erwuenscht) 


Reversal of censorship is the favouring of women and especially feminists; 
whether by courting nonsensical and hateful feminist misconceptions that are 
mass circulated and made state doctrine, or by not punishing women in situations 
where men would receive punishment: 


«Cop Issues Thank You Letter to Mom Instead of Speeding Ticket 
By Eliza Murphy 

Oct 29, 2015 

Good Morning America 

Courtesy Ayla Hemeon»'*! 


A woman receives thanks, a man receives punishment - in the same position. 


The driving forces behind the censorship of feminist eras are not only intolerant, 
extremist ideology that is false from the start, which must not allow any contra- 
diction because its advocates unconsciously feel that otherwise their edifice of 
lies would collapse completely, not a single assertion would remain, every change 
they bring about would prove to be a harmful aggravation. In addition, biological 
forces are at work which, anchored in evolution, ensure that women are preferred 
and especially protected, even if men are physically much stronger. Furthermore, 
evolutionary forces are at work that exclude lower-ranking men from procreation, 
and therefore also from compassion, sympathy and fair treatment. In addition, 
deeply rooted misandry has been at work in Western civilisation for many centu- 
ries, of which we are not aware. We are even less aware of biological mecha- 
nisms because they are protected by evolutionary “self-protection” through re- 
pression to prevent conscious undermining. 


Censorship and repression are not only about instructions from above (as in the 
Chancelloresses Facebook affair), but also about private prejudice, skewed per- 
ception, some of which may be innate. 


‘8° http://denken-erwuenscht.com/jesus-als-gottes-sohn-bezeichnet-von-der-gender- 


stasi-gefeuert/ 
http://abcnews.go.com/Lifestyle/cop-issues-letter-mom-speeding-ticket/story? 
id=34835506 
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«Sunday, 3. May 2015 
Article: Gender Equality Misery in a Nutshell. 
Censored commentary (pre-censorship)»'* (mannfrauzensiert) 


However, opinion steering and manipulation is much more effective, skilful and 
therefore dangerous when it does not conspicuously prohibit or openly obstruct 
undesirable thinking, but avoids it in advance and works in secret. Important but 
undesirable issues were not even discussed for decades. Instead of debating ex- 
clusion of men through rejection (the power of “sexual selection” or discriminati- 
on against men), which was addressed in my repressed books of the 1980s, femi- 
nists inflated made-up issues like their alleged “rape culture” in a twisted way. 


The very selection of the topic was at once the promotion of the ideology from 
whose point of view it first emerges, and at the same time the suppression of the 
real problems and the real conditions, as can be proven with biological facts. The 
holders of the power of selection also dictated the themes, thus making their own 
dominance invisible in order to make a fuss about an invented ‘oppression’, while 
in fact discriminating against men, often excluding them from love life or family 
life, plundering them as pay servant — thus oppressing them in many ways. 


Another way is to invite only people who are agreeable to the feminist view for a 
TV debate. 


«Other guests would have been far more suitable for such topics if the program- 
mes had been oriented towards reality and not feminist mythology; conceivable 
would have been a father who no longer sees his children against his will or a 
representative of the fathers' movement such as the VAfK.»'» (der-juengling) 


The one showcase man was also extremely atypical in his selection. Whereas 90 
or 95 per cent of all fathers end up in pay bondage after divorce but do not re- 
ceive custody, atypical cases were selected for the programme, which already 
confirm feminist views in this pre-selection by invitation. 


If, despite all the brainwashing since early childhood and repressive measures, 
uncomfortable expressions of opinion or statements of fact occur in advance, they 
are quickly removed or not even released. 


«However, after a regular blog on SHEStandard (the feminist corner of the news- 
paper) about experiences of violence was published with a clear and very unplea- 
sant man=perpetrator, woman=victim line, this was also commented on in an ap- 
‘82 http://mannfrauzensiert.blogspot.de/ 

http://der-juengling. blogspot.de/20 15/07/gabe-es-keinen-leutnant-dino-die.html 
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propriately objective manner, also pointing out that the use of violence in partner- 
ships is not sex-dependent, as there are now enough studies. These show that the 
choice of weapons depends very much on the sexes, but not the willingness to use 
violence. 

All postings that pointed to this fact were deleted with reference to “victim/perpe- 
trator reversal”, after all a very large proportion of the postings made up to that 
point. This mainly affected the postings that tried to deal with this issue objecti- 
vely but rejected a pure victim role for women. Fire postings agreeing with the 
article, on the other hand, were not deleted.»'** (genderama) 


Since sex relations are at the centre of innate repressive mechanisms, we have 
not been aware of feminist pressure for opinion to the point of censorship 
since the 19th century, even though silent majorities have been silenced into 
disappearance during every feminist wave. The term “silent majority” 
actually originated in the opposition to militant feminism in the 19th century 
and then reappeared in the 1970s before disappearing again with another 
silenced majority. 

We only notice these processes of repression of “politically incorrect” views 
in other issues, such as currently the refugee crisis, because that area is not so 
protected from awareness by innate processes of repression. 


«T think there is a ban on discourse in Germany, a blockade,” Palmer said on 
Monday morning. He meets many people on the streets who say “I experience it 
in such a way that you are no longer allowed to say anything critical in this situa- 
tion, because then you are labelled a right-winger,” said the Green politician. »'» 
(Danisch) 


I don't know of any Western society where this would not apply. 


The destruction of sexual identity has not only produced infantilisation, destruc ti- 
ve “J-want-to-have!” mentality with which the exchange system of culture has 
been destroyed, but also a climate of “political correctness” that spreads like a 
cancer into other subject areas and causes every vestige of freedom to die. 


«This country has reached a state where having an opinion can mean ruin. One of 
the central masterminds is our federal justice demagogue Heiko Maas. His 
accomplice is the press.»»'°° (danisch) 
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http://genderama.blogspot.de/2015/07/lesermail-was-osterreichs-standard.html 
‘83 http://www.danisch.de/blog/2015/10/27/der-bundeskrieg-gegen-die-meinung/ 
'8° http://www.danisch.de/blog/2015/10/27/der-bundeskrieg-gegen-die-meinung/ 
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In the feminist era, mind control goes much further than the medieval inquisition. 


«WORSE THAN THE INQUISITION 

26 OCTOBER 2015 

"Pre-Enlightenment condemnation practice": 

Even David Berger protests against the hysterical Piringci-distribution-stop 

In no uncertain terms, Roman Catholic theologian and publicist David Berger 
condemns the delisting of Piringci titles by German booksellers on Telepolis. He 
does not hide the fact that he dislikes Pirin¢ci, especially since he also attacked 
him, Berger, “below the belt” some time ago. However, what Berger finds “a 
thousand times more intolerable with regard to freedom of opinion and freedom 
of the press” ... is the current treatment “of the self-appointed guardians of politi- 
cal correctness with his books from the past, but especially of the book whole- 
salers with his current new publication ‘The Great Making Gay’”. 

According to Berger, we are currently experiencing “an incident unprecedented in 
Germany since 1945. You can't look that quickly at how Germany's most impor- 
tant booksellers are relapsing into pre-Enlightenment condemnation practices. 
Even the Catholic Inquisition always made it its motto to distinguish clearly bet- 
ween a specific work and the author's other utterances.”»'*’ (deutschland-von-sin- 
nen.de) 


Because someone criticised a feminist censor, he was reported to the police. 


«Sarkeesians fans try to get critic FIRED and REPORT HIM TO POLICE! ... 
Laughingwitch, wrote letters to my employer, the police and the local newspapers 
calling me a Nazi who openly supported Hitler and literally commanded a hate army. 
Why? because I made videos criticizing and mocking feminism and Anita Sarkeesian 
online.»'** 


Mocking a feminist censor is already enough for the usual Nazi comparisons — 
not of the censor, as would make sense, but of the critic. 


«Feminists censor and belittle women: why I no longer define myself as a 
feminist 
NoFuryLikeKristine»'* 


'S7  http://genderama.blogspot.de/2015/09/vermischtes-vom-2 1-september-2015.html 
88 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B85RR_Jn178 
'89 «Feminists Censoring & Ridiculing Women: Why I Don't Identify as a Feminist 
Anymore 
NoFuryLikeKristine» (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=X5GfS VxfN9w) 
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Even some feminists find this too much and jump ship. The others continue to try 
to suppress dissent. 


«For the next three quarters of an hour, this part of the audience shines by shou- 
ting, warbling, making wry jokes and occasionally snoring. Motto: Do everything 
you would never dare to do in a lecture; just don't listen seriously to anyone who 
has a different opinion from your own.»'® (genderama) 


What was it about? Of course, it was a feminist censorship action: events with 
presumably unpleasant content are prevented, obstructed or disrupted. Apart from 
tearing down posters, threatening violence against participants who then cannot 
arrive without bodyguards, blocking entrances, setting off fire alarms, this also 
includes shouting, trilling, making disturbing noises and being beside the point in 
any way. Even the few critical press voices fail to notice how similar such tactics 
are to the first feminist wave, which already massively not only disrupted but at- 
tacked people or caused havoc. It is not, as manipulated contemporaries think, 
“an aberration of offshoots of a once ‘decent’ movement”, but a continuous into- 
lerant radicalism, in content as well as method, from the earliest beginnings and 
the first wave to the last waves. Those who claim otherwise do not know history 
(or only from a propaganda point of view), or are subject to a misperception that 
arises from considering the present state to be normal, only reacting in alarm to 
violations of the present state. 


«It is becoming increasingly known that this online encyclopaedia in general is 
developing more and more away from a neutral encyclopaedia and towards a pil- 
lory of opinion. Currently, the peace activist Katrin McClean reports on Le Bohe- 
mien that the Wikipedia entry about her has apparently been ideologically re wor- 
ked in a similar way as the Wikipedia article about me. These are not isolated 
cases, aS Katrin McClean notes: 

Numerous artists, academics and publicists are currently facing such attitude de- 
nunciations on Wikipedia and are thus weakened to a greater or lesser extent in 
their ability to work. In the worst case, this can destroy freelancers’ careers, as 
their clients lose confidence in them. 

It seems unrealistic to me to believe that all these defamatory articles, whose 
wording or argumentation patterns are so strikingly similar, have only come 
about through the spontaneous action of individual actors. ... 

The comments below the article also quickly address how massively Wikipedia 
incites against men's rights activists in particular.»'*' (genderama) 
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http://genderama.blogspot.de/2013/01/nervenstark-monika-ebeling-trotz.html 
‘8! http://genderama.blogspot.de/2015/09/vermischtes-vom-2 1 -september-2015.html 
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Defamatory portrayal of inconvenient dissenters has become a widespread me- 
thod of opinion steering and manipulation. Many critics of feminism have been 
pushed into the right-wing corner or otherwise personally slandered, often with 
hair-raising quote distortions. 


«In any case, it is very worrying when feminists can threaten men with concen- 
tration camps with impunity, while criticism of such absurd measures is to be- 
come punishable. Unfortunately, this is not a dream of the future, but has already 
happened. In Canada, a man has been arrested for daring to disagree with a femi- 
nist on Twitter. He faces imprisonment for half a year, even though it was he who 
was harassed by the feminist activists. It's getting really dangerous for opinions 
other than feminist. Sarkeesian and Quinn want criminal liability if their feelings 
are hurt, and anyone who knows feminists understands how quickly that can hap- 
pen. Sometimes all it takes is a wrong (or lack of) look to shake the unstable 
emotional framework of these mentally unhinged individuals. ... 

The right to free opinion is very much at risk when feminists are given the power 
of definition.... It no longer matters what one says (or writes), but only whether 
someone claims to have been hurt in their feelings.» (https://karstenmende.word- 
press.com/2015/10/01/feministische-wahrnehmungsstoerungen/) 


In the face of feminist indoctrination from kindergarten and nursery through 
schools, universities and ideological subjects, which also try to nestle in all other 
subjects, the right to free opinion is wastepaper, a facade without meaning that 
distracts from the fact that opinions can no longer arise freely, nor can they be ex- 
pressed freely. 


«For months, feminists have been combing through children's books ... The goal: 
children should learn sex-neutral role-playing games»'” (das maennermagazin) 


Children are the future. That is why feminists manipulate even the youngest chil- 
dren through state institutions such as day-care centres, kindergartens, schools, 
universities, public media and many other channels, so that they cannot even 
learn to think freely and grow up indoctrinated. Feminism is an anti-freedom 
virus that should never have been indulged in any era. 


«no-reply@heise.de 
23.10.2015 
Your post has been blocked 


To: deichmohl-@I 


‘© http://www.das-maennermagazin.com/blog/frauen-und-asylanten-wollen-arbeiten 
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Your post(s) was/were included in a thread whose source posting had to be 
blocked. Due to time constraints, we have locked all posts in the thread without 
checking each individual case. We ask for your understanding for this. 
23.10.2015 22:55 

Subject: Re: Terror of opinion and feminist witch hunt. 

Massive feminist pressure on editors and media ...» 


It's very convenient to be able to simply delete a debate about “ideological terror 
and feminist witch hunts” completely. 


«1) Being called a fat feminist is actually a compliment for me and is very much 
in line with my self-image. 

2) Now that's good. It even says that the comments here are moderated. But only 
for those who keep trying anyway: Anything I don't like will not be posted 
here. Full stop. And yes, that is censorship, censorship, censorship!»'® (can- 
dybeach-editorial) 


The feminist almost intoxicates herself with the censorship she exercises with 
full intention. 


«Patronising feminism vs. stick figures 

22/10/2015 / MARKUS / 2 COMMENTS ... 

Since her comics here and there didn't meet the standards of the feminist review 
board for entertainment and despite friendly requests (probably something like: 
“Tt would be a shame if something happened to your webcomic.”) she didn't want 
to give up the privilege of continuing to speak her own mind unfiltered, the afore- 
mentioned shitstorm arose in recent weeks. Among those involved are the usual 
virtue-furies and laser-urchins as well as the ever-ready white knights ... 

The opponents of the humorous approach to reality have even created a pastebin 
in which the artist's misdemeanours are broken down in detail according to 
thoughtcrime. In addition to reserving a cell, DenHaag can also have posters prin- 
ted: “Allegation of sexism against men” or “Attempt to ridicule feminist work / 
positions”, which is sure to get good ratings.»'™ (gamergateblog) 


For decades, feminist censorship worked so perfectly that not even the fact that 
critics of feminism and their arguments were censored became known. As docu- 
mented in another volume of the series “The Two Sexes”, censorship censors the 
fact of censorship. One feminist professor said, mutatis mutandis, that they would 
not allow a course that accused them of censorship. 


'8  http://candybeach-editorial.blogspot.com/ 
'* http://gamergateblog.de/category/gamergate 
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Is it a first sign of weakness when opponents had their say at all and even the sub- 
sequent attempt at censorship was met with opposition? The procedure neverthe- 
less showed usual feminist patterns: hold debates until the desired result was 
achieved, then break off. Repeat votes that were lost until they were won the first 
time. Then enshrine this victory in law — and preferably also in the constitution — 
for all time, so that it can never be voted on again. Democracy a la feminism. 


«Andreas Unterberger 

Radical feminism, censorship, the ARD and the ORF ... 

The grotesqueness of the feminist censorship terror in Germany is becoming 
more and more bizarre: Now the discussion programme, which was first removed 
from the ARD media library at the request of German radical feminists, is to be 
repeated, with the same participants — but with the addition of a left-wing 
complainant. 

... All this could never happen to the ORF and most Austrian private broadcasters. 
Because there the left-wing censorship already strikes beforehand. In my obser- 
vation, there has never been a single discussion programme there where the lef- 
tists or even the radical feminists were not in the clear majority. Quite apart from 
the radically one-sided way in which the discussion has been conducted in recent 
years.»'® (orf-watch.at) 


The steering of opinion through one-sided media portrayal into self-proclaimed 
humour is part of the problem discussed here under the umbrella term “censor- 
ship”, which takes many forms today. 


«Do they have cabaret programmes on North Korean state television? No idea. 
But if there are, they certainly look like “Pussy Terror TV”. This programme with 
the totally provocative and courageous name is broadcast on the public broad- 
caster WDR. The comedy show by cabaret artist Carolin Kebekus is probably 
inspired by radical feminist and left-wing political cabaret from the previous mil- 
lennium: uptight, dogmatic and completely devoid of humour. 

Politically correct, minded humour that tries to cover up its leftist stuffiness 
through the inflationary use of crude and bawdy words and comparisons, which is 
what really makes it stuffy and rancid. Can anyone find the choice for “Pussy of 
the Month”, which of course goes to a man, provocative, subversive, courageous 
or even funny? One is only embarrassed and somehow stunned by what the 
licence-fee financed German state radio is presenting to one. Every joke, every 
gag and every message in this programme is 100 per cent politically correct and 
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http://www.orf-watch.at/Debatte/2015/08/radikalfeminismus-zensur-die-ard-und- 
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in line. There are not even trace elements of criticism, resistance or rebellion 
against the political mainstream.»'® (orf-watch.at) 


With so much “political correctness”, the mention of censorship in particular is 
censored away. 


«Wikipedia: Mention of censorship censored away after 20 minutes 

Thorsten @, Monday, 24 August 2015, 01:50 (61 days ago) @ Hans3 

The deletion of the programme “Down with the traffic light men — Germany in 
equality mania?” has now made it into the Wikipedia entry of “Hart aber fair”. 
Even the fact that it was censored at the instigation of women's associations and 
equal opportunity commissioners could be read there for a whole 20 minutes. 
Then this part was deleted again, because “a media deletion is not censorship”. 
And if the FAZ nevertheless headlines “WDR relies on censorship”, then it is 
simply not serious enough as a source for Wikipedia.»'®’ (forum-maennerrechte) 


Even criticism of feminism only takes place publicly from a feminist basis, i.e. it 
is a difference of opinion within the ideological system, according to the motto 
that earlier feminisms were “good”, “justified”, “untouchable”, only the current 
one has radically lost its way. This is wrong on every point and the opposite of 
the truth. All feminisms in their time, in their culture and society, were just as 
radical as today's, just as censorious'®, one-sided, intent on reinforcing female 
privilege, on criminalising and suppressing masculinity as today's. The militancy 
of the first wave was just as great as that of the second or the current one. With- 
out claiming that every feminist wave must necessarily be militant, what remains 
as a common denominator of all feminist waves is a fundamental misunderstan- 
ding of human nature, culture, what constitutes sex relations, family, exchange 
and mutuality. Likewise, what remains as a common denominator is a skewed 
perception that oppresses more burdened men even more and favours privileged 
women further. 


Note that similar compulsions of opinion are known from previous waves of 
feminism: 


«Does modern feminism have a problem with freedom of expression?” 

Libertarian journalist Milo Yiannopoulos and feminist Julie Bindel were disinvi- 
ted because their opinions would threaten the “safe space” demanded by femi- 
nists. I think we can spare ourselves the whole debate. Several media outlets are 


‘66 http://www.orf-watch.at/Debatte/2015/07/pussy-terror 
‘67 http://www .forum-maennerrechte.de/index.php?id=13927 
'8 See e.g. Belfort Bax, The Fraud of Feminism, 1913. 
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reporting on this turtle prank, including the Daily Caller, the liberal magazine 
Reason and Mediaite. 

An article professing that, contrary to converse claims, there is no lack of diversi- 
ty in Silicon Valley was published yesterday on the website of the business maga- 
zine Forbes and then taken down again for unexplained reasons.»'® (freie- 
welt.net) 


It was precisely during a debate about feminism and censorship that critics of 
feminism were disinvited because feminists did not like their presence. 


«‘Foretaste of anarchic conditions” 

After the arson attack on the office of “Demo for all” 

Hedwig Freifrau von Beverfoerde. 

Anyone in Germany who stands up for traditional marriage between a man and a 
woman or against gender ideology and the sexualisation of children in kindergar- 
tens and schools must expect acts of violence.»!” (kirche-in-not) 


Within a week, two arson attacks were carried out on two gender critics. They 
were not the last this autumn. 


Anglo-Saxon media and literary agents are a bit more subtle than German ones, 
where sometimes exposing plain language is written. It may seem nicer, but it 
makes it more difficult to uncover the truth. We have to pay much more attention 
to small deviations from usual form letters in the English-speaking world. 

< Re: QUERY “The Oppression of Men” 


So, 21.11.2021 21:06 


© Shelleypower <[ff] @shelleypower i> 66 5 


An: Jan Deichmohle 


No thank you. And | am a feminist. 
Shelley Power 


Sent from my iPhone 


On 21 Nov 2021, at 19:13, Jan Deichmohle hii, > wrote: 


Dear Shelley, 


The voice that has been most silenced in human history is the voice of our own male losers. This book has 
a multi-level approach. Chapter A is scientific. Chapter C is a narrative non-fiction book about male losers 
and could be made into a film. 


'© http://www. freiewelt.net/blog/vermischtes-vom-8-oktober-2015-10063887/ 
7 http://www.kirche-in-not.de/aktuelle-meldungen/2015/11-04-vorgeschmack-auf- 
anarchische-zustaende-interview-hedwig-freifrau-von-beverfoerde 
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«The voice that has been most silenced in human history is the voice of our 
own male losers.» 


Less than two hours later, the following rejection arrived: 
«No thank you. And I am a feminist.» (Shelley Power) 


Filed under “Feminist Empathy and Sense of Justice — Defending Lies and 
Oppression through Censorship and Mental Cruelty.jpg” 


Riots and looting in Anglo-Saxon USA are currently more frequent and more 
drastic than here, as most recently in the BLM riots and in Portland. Nice, 
harmless language therefore does not mean more humanness than plain language. 
Similar problems are only more cleverly hidden. 

< RE: QUERY The Oppression of Men 


@ Submissions <submissions@watsonlittle.com> 5 6 5 


Mi, 17.11.2021 14:18 
An: Sie 
Dear Jan, 


Thank you for sending in your material to us. We have read and considered your proposal carefully but do not feel 
it is something we could place successfully in the current publishing climate. Please bear in mind that this is the 
opinion of one agency alone and that others may feel differently. 


We are extremely sorry to disappoint you but we wish you the very best of luck with your future writing. 


Best wishes, 


Cara 


Assistant to the Agents 
Watson, Little Ltd 


«We have read and considered your proposal carefully but do not feel it is 
something we could place successfully in the current publishing climate.» 


No satirist could have described the situation better. In the current intellectual 
climate, even the best, most original and profound critique of feminism does 
not fit into the book market or the media. Other views can therefore neither 
emerge nor spread. This is much worse than classical censorship. 
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Y Von: | Hannah i © i | 


Dear Jan, 

Thank you so much for your interest in Talcott Notch. After conferring with senior members of the agency, I regret to inform you we are going 
to have to pass on this project. As an exclusively female agency that caters to a largely female readership, we do not seem to be the right fit for 
you project, and I would suggest trying to find an agency and publisher that are more in syne with your ideology. We wish you the best of luck 
finding representation for your work. 


Regards, 


Hannah, Assistant 


Talcott Notch Literary Services 
«Hannah fj 10.2.2014 um 20:16 
Dear Jan, 
Thank you so much for your interest in Talcott Notch. After conferring with 
senior members of the agency, I regret to inform you we are going to have to 
pass on this project. As an exclusively female agency that caters to a large- 
ly female readership, we do not seem to be the right fit for your project... 
Talcott Notch Literary Services» 


A decade ago, rejections were more often open and involuntarily exposing. 
Everything is twisted into the opposite, the most oppressed group (autochtho- 
nous heterosexual men) is described as privileged, systematically ignored. 
Targeted searches are made for allegedly disadvantaged, but actually privile- 
ged minorities, and these are massively promoted. Lying has become more 
skilful and covert; they hide more often behind inconspicuous phrases and 
form letters. 


«Ej | <Q Qunitedagents.co.uk> 


Fr, 11.03.2022 16:03 

Dear Jan, 

I'm a pretty hardcore feminist and this book sounds like it runs contrary to 
my very strongly held beliefs, so I don't think I'm the right agent for this.» 


Always the same song: non-feminists were tolerant, enabled feminists to seize 
power, who then radically and fanatically intolerant suppress any criticism of 
feminist dictatorship. In this, male feminists as obsessive masochists are just 
as bad as feminists who believe they have the claim to total female dominan- 
ce with their imagined victim status. 
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<_ RE: QUERY “The Oppression of Men” 


Gp MR ountedeserscoute 5 6 5 


Fr, 11.03.2022 16:03 
An: Sie 
Dear Jan, 


I'm a pretty hardcore feminist and this book sounds like it runs contrary to my very strongly held beliefs, so | don’t 
think I’m the right agent for this. 


Regards, 


ell 


From: Jan Deichmohle <deichmohle @hotmail.com> 
Sent: 11 March 2022 14:35 

To: I @ unitedagents.co.uk> 
Subject: QUERY "The Oppression of Men" 


Dear a, 


The voice that has been most silenced in human history is the voice of our own male losers. This book 
has a multi-level approach. Chapter A is scientific. Chapter C is a narrative non-fiction book about male 
losers and could be made into a film. 


This is not an isolated case, but the same story is usually repeated when an honest 
answer arrives instead of the usual meaningless form letter. 


WS an Sie Mi, 22.06.2022 13:39 
Dear Jan, 
| hope you're well? Thank you for submitting your book, The Oppression of Men, to Bergstrom Studio. The level of research undertaken for this book is 


comprehensive, and at 150,000 words, extremely thorough. However, the stance of this book is not something that | personally subscribe to, nor can | see a large enough 
market for this book, so this is not a project that | will be able to move forward with. 


«Bergstrom studio 22.6.2022 

Dear Jan, 

I hope you're well? Thank you for submitting your book, The Oppression of Men, 
to Bergstrom Studio. The level of research undertaken for this book is compre- 
hensive, and at 150,000 words, extremely thorough. However, the stance of this 
book is not something that I personally subscribe to» 


<_ Re: Brisantes neues Buch: Die Unterdriickung der Manner 


An: Sie Do, 09.06.2022 13:13 


Sehr geehrter Herr Deichmohle, 
besten Dank fiir Ihre Mail und das Material zu Ihrem geplanten Buchprojekt. 


Ich habe Ihre Unterlagen mit Interesse gelesen, sehe aber leider keine Méglichkeit, die Idee bei einem der groBen, kommerziellen Publikumsverlage, mit denen ich zusammenarbeite, erfolgreich 
unterzubringen. 


Bitte haben Sie darum Verstandnis, wenn ich mich hier als Agentin nicht engagieren méchte. 
Mit freundlichen GraBen 


medienagentur wilhelmi 
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«Re: Explosive new book: The Oppression of Men 

medienagentur wilhelmi 9.6.2022 13:13 

Dear Mr Deichmohle, 

Thank you for your email and the material on your planned book project. 

I have read your material with interest, but unfortunately I do not see any pos- 
sibility of successfully placing the idea with one of the large, commercial 
public publishers with whom I work.» 


Not only the book, but the very idea that men can be oppressed cannot be 
published by any established publisher, according to the literary agency above. 
But feminist works have been distributed en masse for 150 years. As radical, 
militant and wrong as feminist ideas demonstrably were and are, they can be 
successfully disseminated and publicised in large, commercial publishing houses. 
Criticism of them, counter-arguments or even new, dissenting views, on the other 
hand, are impossible to communicate. It could hardly be described more clearly 
how the oppression of men functions in everyday life, in seemingly small and 
inconspicuous things, from which in their totality a total oppression of male 
losers and views results. 
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Suffrage For Men! 
The oppression of men works through ignoring and berating 
devoid of empathy 


St is a matter of justice that sufffrage must apply to both sexes, if it exists. Suf- 
frage exists in various spheres of life, by far the most important and central being 
sex and procreation, which is what constitutes life and determines survival in 
future generations or extinction. Logically, justice demands a reproductive ratio 
of 1: 1 for mothers : fathers and either no suffrage, or for all. Men, however, 
have never had sexual suffrage; feminists have reinforced their privilege and 
propagated a view that responds with outrage and massive oppression to any 
demand for sexual suffrage for men. This denial of sexual sufffrage for men is 
mirrored in many other areas of life, where voices for men are silenced as 
callously and totalitarian as a call for male suffrage. In doing so, feminism has 
reduced itself to absurdity and shown itself to be the unjust, hysterical ideology 
of oppression that it has been in all its waves. 


Women have been privileged at all times, although the way in which women 
wanted to be privileged has changed. At first they wanted to be provided for by 
men who had to work to free women from this necessity. This was hailed as a 
great success by early feminists until later second wave feminists rebelled against 
what the first wave had achieved, calling it ‘patriarchal’ against the facts. Today, 
it is not so much women as feminists who are advantaged, but men and non-ideo - 
logical women who are disadvantaged. 


https://blog.reedsy.com > feminism ~ Diese Seite Ubersetzen 


51 Literary Agents Seeking Feminism Submissions in 2022 
14.08.2021 — Barbara Braun. Add to shortlist. Agency - Barbara Braun Associates, Inc. 
Location - New York, US ... 
Almost all literary agents are feminist influenced, whether they are male or fema- 
le They only publish feminist-influenced writings, preferably by women, more 
recently by non-men or anyone who is not a white, heterosexual male (loser). 
https://www.nytimes.com > obituaries - Diese Seite Ubersetzen 


Elaine Markson, Literary Agent for Feminist Authors, Dies at 87 
01.06.2018 — Elaine Markson, who was among the first women to own a literary agency and 
to further the careers of fledgling feminist authors, ... 

For that they are celebrated. There are no literary agents for non-feminist books 
or books critical of feminism. It's the same with publishers and literary sites. 
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non-fiction literary agents 2022 x 


https://Awww.hbook.com > story » Diese Seite Ubersetzen 


Women's History Month 2022, Week 1 - The Horn Book 


vor 4 Tagen — To celebrate the accomplishments of women and female-identifying people, we 

will be highlighting recent articles and recommended nonfiction ... 
Those who do not ascribe pronouns to themselves are not allowed to submit here 
at all: 


https://querymanager.com/query/ErinClyburn 
What are your pronouns? (required) 


If you are submitting a memoir or adult nonfiction, please tell me a bit about your 
platform. 


The false feminist view of perceiving women who have been privileged at all 
times in all cultures (see Martin van Creveld, “The Privileged Sex” as well as Jan 
Deichmohle, “The Oppression of Men”) as disadvantaged victims, and men who 
have been discriminated against in large majorities as unfairly advantaged, has 
elevated a biologically based skewed perception of sex issues, on which such 
privileged treatment of women and disadvantaged treatment of men can be traced 
back, to a principle and has destroyed any compassion, empathy and even more 
so social love of women for the male sex and turned it into the opposite, from 
contempt to anger and sometimes hatred. The result is a mood similar to that 
created by fascism, only with a different group of victims. 


Common nasty invectives against male losers and their voices are reminiscent of 
fascist show trials like the Volksgerichtshof, where character assassination of 
critics of fascism was committed with roars of rage. Emotionally, the bashing and 
muzzling of incels (and more generally male losers) or critics of feminism works 
just as it did in show trials, whether under Stalinist communism or fascism. 


Another common trait is that, just like classical dictatorships, feminism deprives 
hostile groups of human sympathy, instead covering them with scorn and malice, 
trying to portray them as miserable subhumans. This is the same with the insul- 
ting of incels or critics of feminism (in the comment below as “filth” or “scum” 
as it is with fascism. In both cases, the politicisation of the law, described by the 
term “kangaroo court”, leads to the humiliation and dehumanisation of those who 
think differently, only with the opposite sign. Today, it is white, heterosexual 
men, incel and male losers as well as right-wingers, and especially their intersec- 
tion, who serve as the enemy image and scapegoat, are systematically targeted by 
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agitation and dehumanised, whereby in the usual distortion such fascistoid agita- 
tion is then made palatable as ostensible “‘anti-fascism”’. 


https://deichmohleblog.wordpress.com/2018/10/08/kampf-um-unsere-maedchen-und-negative-zuchtwahl/ 


i] Reader ~ 


Kampf um unsere Madchen und 
negative Zuchtwahl 


Onlinemagazin Maga 
$I! 8b UK:1.do not comment on it. otherwise I get again an email from 
Twitter. * 


Mail Online 
More than 100 teenage girls in 


Rotherham gave birth to their 
rapists’ children 


Oktober 8, 2018 Kampf um unsere Madchen und negative Zuchtwahl 
Jan Deichmohle 
® 1 Kommentar Der Kampf um unsere Madchen ist voll entbrannt. 
Bearbeiten 


(4 «Denn das Madchen, das er in einer Rosenheimer Disco angetanzt 
habe, habe ihn ignoriert. Daraufhin soll er der 16jahrigen ein 
Kiichenmesser in die Brust gestochen und sie auch an Hals und 
Unterlippe verletzt haben» 1 (BR) 


Peterchen 
© Benutzerinformationen 


vor 4 Stunder 
= Kampf um unsere Madchen und negative Zuchtwahl 


Verbitterter Inceldreck, rechtsextremer Mull und feine Eugenik a la NS-Zeit: Da ist es doch gut, dass du den Frauen und der westlichen Welt nichts zu bieten 
hast und du dich nicht fortpflanzen wirst. @ 


By the way, the sexual-political term “breeding choice” is feminist and was 
brought up by the first feminist wave before the First World War; the idea was to 
exclude men not wanted by women and not to let them reproduce in order to 
achieve a hereditary 'improvement'. One of the counter-arguments here is that in 
fact the opposite is achieved. Unilateral breeding choice of women to men was an 
agenda of the suffragettes who won political suffrage for women but suppressed 
sexual suffrage for men because they believed purely female choice to be an 
innate female natural birthright. Such blatant double standard for both sexes of 
opposing standards did not attract attention at the time, was only noticed and 
criticised by Jan Deichmohle. To this day, books like mine that call for sufffrage 
for men as well are bitterly suppressed. 


«Bitter incel filth, extreme right-wing rubbish a la the Nazi era. So it's a good 
thing you have nothing to offer women and the western world and won't repro- 
duce. © » (Peterchen) 
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If anything is fascist here, it is the defamation and oppression of social groups 
like incel and male losers that Peterchen engages in with low-level personal 
abuse reminiscent of denigration of minorities and dissenters in the Nazi era. 


Male losers and their voices are treated with hostility, hated, insulted, ignored and 
so totally suppressed that their existence remains unknown in public debate. 
Instead of total war on battlefields, feminism has produced total oppression in life 
and reproduction. 

[3] QUERY: Critique of Feminist Ideology 


Perhaps if you were a decent woman or man, you'd understand how misinformed you are, as explained in the book, and how 
offensive and oppressive the feminist ideology is, which is widespread in the media, including in the literary establishment, that 
oppresses men and degrades them to losers. Male losers are either constantly ignored or vilified. Rejections like yours for ideological 
reasons are part of The Oppression of Men, as explained in another book that you also rejected. Thus you are an active 
representative of The Oppression of Men, of the feminist sexual fascism of our time. 


------- Original Message ------- 
Rachel! S <(§ @rxd.agency> schrieb am Mittwoch, 14. September 2022 um 1:44 nachm.: 


Perhaps if you were a woman, you'd understand how misinformed and offensive this book appears to be. I’m going to pass. 


From: 
Reply-To: Sis 
Date: Thursday, September 8, 2022 at 4:22 AM 
To: Rache! i <§ @rxd.agency> 


Subject: QUERY: Critique of Feminist Ideology 
Dear Rachel, 


This book fills a huge gap in the shelves and presents the best arguments from the 1950s until today to refute the 
ideology of feminism. The book deals with globally important topics that are central to life, including male losers. 
No one else had the courage and the knowledge to write this book. Anyone who does not want to be misinformed 
should read it. This book can open eyes and change perceptions of society, our world and life. 


«Perhaps if you were a woman, you'd understand how misinformed and offensive 
this books appears to be. I'm going to pass.» (Rachel, Literary Agency RXD) 


My reply: 


«Perhaps if you were a decent woman or man, you'd understand how misinfor- 
med you are, as explained in the book, and how offensive and oppressive the fe- 
minist ideology is, which is widespread in the media, including in the literary 
establishment, that oppresses men and degrades them to losers. Male losers are 
either constantly ignored or vilified. Rejections like yours for ideological reasons 
are part of The Oppression of Men, as explained in another book that you also 
rejected. Thus you are an active representative of The Oppression of Men, of the 
feminist sexual fascism of our time.» 
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Many hide behind form letter phrases that say nothing about the motivation of the 
rejection and are even, as meaninglessly general as they were expressed, in my 
case, blatantly false. 


Re: QUERY: Critique of Feminist Ideology 


TF) Farley <6 chaseliterary 


An: Jan Deichmohle 


An 


A Diese Nachricht enthalt blockierte Bilder. Bilder anzeigen oder Bilder immer anzeigen 


Dear Jan — 


Many thanks for writing. You have an interesting story to tell and there's a lot to like about your approach. But in the 
end I'm afraid | didn't come away quite fully convinced this was something | think I'd be able to represent 
successfully. I'm sorry not to be more enthusiastic but thanks nonetheless for giving me a chance to review it and 
best of luck in finding it the right home 


Best, 


Farley 


«Dear Jan — Many thanks for writing. You have an interesting story to tell and 
there's a lot to like about your approach. But in the end I'm afraid I didn't come 
away quite fully convinced...» (Farley, Chase Literary) 


Most of the time they are brushed off with empty phrases and form letters, so that 
the cause cannot be proven. The above-mentioned literary agent did not even read 
enough of the cover letter to notice that it was a non-fiction book, not a novel. 
Presumably one word in the subject line, namely “Critique of Feminism”, was 
enough to send the form rejection at the push of a button, or she didn't care. There 
is no fictional “narrative” in this book, instead there are precisely substantiated 
factual arguments. 
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Re: adult nonfiction query: Critique of Feminist Ideology 


jC) DunhamLit Query Hic nham f | =I 


Jan Deichmohle 


Thank you for your query letter. 

I'm sorry not to offer to read your manuscript or offer to represent you, but it doesn't sound like a good fit for my list 
Publishing is very subjective, and this is just one opinion. | encourage you to get other opinions 

Best of luck in all that you pursue 


Sincerely, 


Jennic 


Dunham Literary, Inc 


«I'm sorry not to offer to read your manuscript or offer to represent you, but it 
doesn't sound like a good fit for my list.» (Jennie, Dunham Literary, Inc.) 


Dunham is one of the many literary agencies who immediately reject unread 
unwelcome views on feminism, as she herself has written. While this reveals that 
sentiment, opinion and prejudice are the cause of rejection, because a factually 
based judgement is not possible without reading and knowing what is being 
judged, there is little beyond that. In this case it corresponds exactly to the 
meaning of the word ‘prejudice’: a judgement before knowledge, that is, without 
understanding what it is about. 


«Sorry Mrs. Deichmohle, it is with great regret i must remind you that women 
can't write or read, as you, Jane, so wonderfully exemplified with this god awful 
drivel of a manuscript. I also can't read, since i too, am a woman. Tough luck! » 
(Susanna, Ein Literary Agency) 


This was her response to the following letter: 
«This book fills a huge gap in the shelves and presents the best arguments from 


the 1950s until today to refute the ideology of feminism... Anyone who does not 
want to be misinformed should read the book.» 
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<_ Re: QUERY: Critique of Feminist Ideology 
Susanna < submissions @ cin > aA G& PP 


An: Sie So, 11.09.2022 


36 


Sorry Mrs. Deichmohle, it is with great regret i must remind you that women cannot write or read, as you, Jane, so wonderfully exemplified with this god awful drivel of a 
manuscript. | also can’t read, since i too, am a woman. Tough luck! 


On Tue, Aug 30, 2022 at 4:43 AM Jan Deichmohle <deichmohle: > wrote: 


Dear Paloma, 


This book fills a huge gap in the shelves and presents the best arguments from the 1950s until today to refute the ideology of feminism. No one else had the courage and the knowledge to write this 
book. Anyone who does not want to be misinformed should read the book. It is the most convenient and viable way away from current prejudices to a more realistic view. So far, no publisher in the 
English-speaking world has been contacted, but submissions to literary agencies have been made. This book needs to be brought to the attention of the public, as we are being misinformed in a 
one-sided way. 


Works matter, not biographies. Scientist. Journalist. Poet. Author of 35 German books. 
German publishers, among them: nexx Verlag, Gabriele-Schafer Verlag, DeBehr Verlag, Stanislav Theaterverlag. 


Iam experienced in giving readings and lectures on stages , which were well received. In addition, | am a specialist with many years of experience in the topics covered. 
Proposed pitch: This book presents the best arguments from the 1950s until today to refute the ideology of feminism. Anyone who does not want to be misinformed should read the book. 
Comparable books: None. This is a break-through in content and styles. It's unique. No comparable book world-wide. See book proposal for comparison with existing books and market analysis. 
~110000 words. 


Target: 
Adult and young adult women and men. 


Genre: Non-fiction 
Please represent the book and place it with an established publisher. You'll find the full book proposal including synopsis and market analysis below. | read about your agency on the internet. 


Kind regards, 
Jan Deichmohle 


In the mountain of cowardly excuses, enough unequivocal answers went in. 
Above, a woman who bears a famous name, that of a male physicist who over- 
turned the old worldview and replaced it with a bold novel one, mocks the thinker 
and poet who overturns the old feminist worldview with bold novel thoughts that 
are unpalatable to rulers like her. She sneers that as a woman she can't read, (so 
she can't read my manuscript either), to call me Jane and Mrs Deichmohle, which 
she herself then associates with allegedly biased smears. When feminists, leftists 
or greens don't have factually correct arguments, which is most of the time, they 
respond emotionally, with personal denigration. Perhaps she expects me to 
respond at the same abysmal level. I won't. I'm just documenting how critical 
men are mocked, and in what light a feminist ticking woman puts the female sex 
in order to mock me. She probably thought her sneering reply was clever, without 
realising that she was firstly suppressing dissenters and secondly scoring an own 
goal. 


«Dear Jan, 

Thank you for thinking of the Lennon-Ritchie agency. This isn't a book we want 
to represent. Good luck with your search for an agent. 

Sincerely, 

All the warring mis-informed feminists at The Lennon-Ritchie agency.» 
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Re: Query: Critique of Feminist Ideology by Jan Deichmohle, adult nonfiction 
submissions@{iililiterary.com | 9:55AM | 22 Minuten gelesen 


Dear Jan, 


Thank you for thinking of the Lennon-Ritchie agency. This isn't a book we want to represent. 
Good luck with your search for an agent. 


Sincerely, 
All the warring mis-informed feminists at The Lennon-Ritchie agency. 


On Wed, 7 Sept 2022 at 09:26, deichmohle <q wrote: 
Dear Al 


This book fills a huge gap in the shelves and presents the best arguments from the 1950s until today to refute the ideology of feminism. The 
book deals with globally important topics that are central to life, including male losers. No one else had the courage and the knowledge to write 
this book. Anyone who does not want to be misinformed should read it. 


“This isn't a book we want to represent.” — I have often heard this speech bubble, 
it is like reciting prayers to prayer wheels or rosaries. But then comes a revealing 
hammer: there is no name as a signature, but “All the warring mis-informed 
feminists at The Lennon-Ritchie agency.” Obviously, at some point in time, the 
minds of feminist-minded people shut down so completely due to entrenched 
ideology, feelings of consternation and partisan sentimentality that they can 
neither think objectively nor realise how ridiculous they are making themselves 
with such a response, let alone how much they are revealing about their strong 
opinion drive that shapes their activity. Even if most do not dare to answer so 
heftily, according to the self-descriptions of agencies, their agents and their job 
specifications, it is a broad and staggering majority of about 98% to 99% of all 
literary agents who share their feelings or attitudes to some extent. This has been 
demonstrated in 9 articles or book chapters so far that have examined all the 
current English-language lieterary agencies that can be found on the internet. 


No reputable literary agency would have accepted; only one agency, blacklisted 
on the internet, which lives on payment by authors without, however, making a 
placement with an established publisher possible, at most working with small 
publishers who accept authors even without fee-based preliminary services, was 
prepared to take from me what it considers my best — my money. An equally 
shady Indian agency also wanted only my best, my money. It was infamous on 
the internet for having taken advantage of many authors by first taking money 
from the authors, then selling their book to newly established, inexperienced 
publishers, whereupon it fails; in the ensuing dispute between equally 
disappointed publisher and author, they are said to regularly withdraw as 
innocent. The third and final agency was a start-up from Oxford, which must 
have been genuinely interested in the unusual book and requested my entire 
script, but dissolved itself the week it was about to present its decision and offer 
because its operators had received more lucrative offers for their careers. Those 
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who want to make a career stay away from critical works that are discredited 
already unread only because of their title or the ostracized author. 


[2] QUERY: Critique of Feminist Ideology 


| vw J 9:36 vorm. 


QO 

Von —@ susan ¢ & 10:53 nachm. 

no v 
G) Diese Nachricht enthdlt Inhalte aus externen Quellen. Laden 
eg Ww: Y/O!S9 4 4 5S 


Wishing you the best of luck with your writing, but this topic is not for me. Thank you, 
Susan CH 


On Tue, Sep 6, 2022 at 4:36 AM TS wrote: 
@ Deichmohle Critique of Feminist Ideology.pdf (secure Microsoft cloud) 
Deichmohle Critique of Feminist Ideology.doc (secure Microsoft cloud) 


Naar Giican 
«Wishing you the best of luck with your writing, but this topic is not for me. 
Thank you, Susan» 


The subject of critique of feminism is rejected. Whether the book is good, ideas, 
arguments and other content groundbreaking, does not matter. If the book were 
feminist, it would be read worldwide by an interested sisterhood and acclaimed 
by media. Much more insubstantial, emotional and unprofessional feminist out- 
pourings have been hailed as media successes for generations. But if a man writes 
something critical about it, at worst even a male loser, i.e. the most despised exis - 
tence of all humanity, it is totally suppressed, for decades, for his whole life, no- 
body gives a damn. “None of our business!” is still the most harmless dismissal. 
Contemporaries lack the imagination to see how opposing manuscripts are trea- 
ted, depending on whether they are feminist or critical of feminism. The former 
are celebrated and hailed even if they are nonsensical and lacking in content, the 
latter are completely without chance, however well thought out and diverse in 
themes and ideas they may be. Feminist is considered valuable, anti-feminist is 
called filth. 
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Attitude is the main qualification in today's book market, just as it is in media. 
Feminist tracts have been published in large numbers for generations, and each of 
them in large print runs. Basic feminist criticism is completely unpublishable and 
nobody cares, would at best have a circulation of a few deposit copies. Feminist 
works are given great prominence by the media, anti-feminist ones are stubbornly 
ignored. Only when a work critical of feminism threatens to be publicly debated 
despite such an imbalance, to find a noteworthy number of readers, does it get 
reviewed, and then sneeringly and spitefully slated, smashed to the ground with 
absurd accusations to discourage reading. In the case of feminist works, most 
recently Meike Stoverock's “Female Choice” in Germany, it is, as always, the 
other way round: dozens or hundreds of newspapers and online media unani- 
mously praise the book, usually in the same wording, copied sentence for senten- 
ce from a self-promotion by the author, her publisher, or a relative of the author. 


All this is not baseless or exaggerated accusations on my part, but has been preci- 
sely researched and proven in my books, which compared books on comparable 
topics of opposing viewpoints. Conclusion: When Jan Deichmohle demands male 
suffrage, all the obstruction and oppression I have just described occurs. When 
women demand female sufffrage, the exact opposite happens, they are promoted 
with enormous power. If a feminist woman writes about “female choice”, what I 
just mentioned and documented in the “J” section of this book happens: unani- 
mous cheers, a broad, month-long advertising campaign in the media. If a man 
critical of feminism writes about “The Oppression of Men”, the first chapter of 
which is called “Female Choice”, with many more topics that far exceed Meike 
Stoverock's achievement, then it is totally ignored or slammed, as documented 
and proven. By the way, my book was there long before hers. One could also 
regard her book as a plagiarism, whereby the original was suppressed because of 
its attitude, while the plagiarism was systematically promoted because of the op- 
posite attitude. 


Next level is then calling people names like “filth!” “Nazi” and so on; they don't 
do it below that nowadays. The incel is the sub-human of today, who experiences 
the contempt of society and is oppressed just as in fascist times — only the group 
of victims has changed, the psychological deformation of whole collectives that 
no longer tick properly, but collectively share prejudice, hatred, gloating and 
hostility, works very similarly to Stalinism, fascism or fanatical sects. 
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<_ Re: Neuheit: wissenschaftliche Beweise fiir Die Unterdriickung der Manner 


¢ 
@ Maurice Bi mola-agentur Si a & 

An: Sie - a : Do, 18.08.2022 15:16 
Antwort beginnen mit: Vielen Dank far Ihren Beitrag. Sie haben absolut Recht. | | Mir fehien die Worte. & Feedback 


Hallo Jan Deichmohle, 
es ist schade und bedauerlich, dass Ihre Riickschliisse und Gedanken ggl. unserer Gesellschaft derart frauenfeindlich ausfallen. Denn mehr als offen gelebten Frauenhass 
konnte ich nicht entdecken. Diese abwertende und aggressive Position ist mit den Werten der MOLA nicht zu vereinbaren. Und damit stehen wir — Sie und ich — 


offensichtlich an sehr gegensatzlichen Enden des gesellschaftlichen Wertespektrums 


GruB 
Maurice BI 


Maurice BENE 
MOLA Literatur Agentur 


On Thu, 18 Aug 2022 at 08:06, Jan Deichmohle <i 7s > wrote 
Sehr geehrte Frau BE, 


Zur Zeit von Galileo und Kepler war fast jeder davon tberzeugt, daf die Sonne jeden Tag die Erde umrundet, wie wir mit unseren eigenen Augen sehen kénnten. Wer 
widersprach, wurde als lacherlich angesehen, oder, schlimmer noch, verfolgt. Etwas ahnliches geschieht heute in Bezug auf beide Geschlechter Manner und Frauen, ihre 


«Re: Novelty: Scientific Evidence for The Oppression of Men 

Thu, 18.08.2022 15:16 

Hello Jan Deichmohle, 

It is a pity and regrettable that your conclusions and thoughts towards our society 
are so misogynistic. For I could not discover more than openly lived hatred of 
women. This derogatory and aggressive position is not compatible with the 
values of MOLA. And thus we — you and I — are obviously at very opposite ends 
of the social value spectrum. 

Greetings 

Maurice B. 

On Thu, 18 Aug 2022, 8:06, Jan Deichmohle wrote: 

Dear Ms B., 

At the time of Galileo and Kepler, almost everyone was convinced that the sun 
went around the earth every day, as we could see with our own eyes. Anyone who 
disagreed was considered ridiculous, or worse, persecuted. Something similar is 
happening today with regard to both sexes men and women» (Letters from and to 
MOLA Literary Agency) 


It is a scientific book that presents objective evolutionary biology facts that can't 
be refuted, only attacked with emotional, unobjective personal hostility for politi- 
cal reasons. The “conclusions and thoughts” are logic, those who reject them re- 
ject logic, for example as a ‘patriarchal construct’, as feminist waves have done. 
Those who are capable of logic cannot deny the evidence — there is no factual 
refutation, instead attacks against the person of the author, which is an error of 
logic known since antiquity: “ad hominem” 
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Facts are falsely attacked as ‘misogynistic’ due to ego-centred feminist sentiment 
based on ideological bias, distracting from the very real misogyny of male op- 
pression that the book demonstrates. 


Maurice shows the typical deformations on which feminism is based and which 
are produced by it. First, she is incapable of addressing an explosive issue in a 
factual and logical manner. Not only is she driven by feelings, attitude and mind- 
set in her perception and thinking, but she cannot even read a critical text with 
reason. In doing so, she confirms classic judgements about how women are often 
instinctive, so that she does a disservice to her cause and to women in particular: 
she abuses her power to reject unapproved thinking, to keep it out of the media 
and literature, thus to suppress it. Because this has been done systematically on a 
large scale since 1968, it casts a bad light on herself, her like-minded sisters, and 
those in whose name feminism engages in the oppression of men, especially 
losers and critical voices like mine and the rejected book. 


A very factual and literary preface she reinterprets as “misogynist”. This is false 
and slanderous. Any deviation from feminist doctrine is dismissed as “anti- 
women”. In doing so, she argues as under Stalinism: back then, anyone who 
didn't clap long and loud enough at Stalin's speeches was a “class enemy”. In 
fascism, everyone who did not cheer long and loudly enough at the dictator's 
speeches was a “racial enemy”. In feminism, anyone who dares or is clever 
enough to refute the ideology of the current dictatorship is considered an “enemy 
of women” (or “misogynist”). 


“T could not discover more than openly lived hatred of women” is the usual dis- 
tortion of all facts into the exact opposite. On the contrary, the concern and topic 
is love for women, who, however, are biologically dominant, exclude a broad 
majority of men from love through sexual selection, then punish those excluded 
by them or incels with contempt, i.e. regard men with contempt. Thus they live 
out hatred of men, which first degrades men to losers or even incels, in order to 
then despise and insult them for having been degraded to losers or incels. 


It is feminists who have been conspicuous in all waves for hating men, some- 
times militantly, often radically, to the point of androcide dreams. Feminists have 
become totally incapable of feeling a modicum of compassion or empathy for 
most men or male losers, who have instead been icily dumped and insulted. They 
have spread their anti-male attitudes throughout society. This too shows a fascis- 
toid empathy disorder first of feminists, later of generations of women uprooted 
by feminism and now of the whole society towards men, especially male losers, 
incels and critical men. So while the view of male losers and the book are a 
struggle for female love, feminism is an empathy-disordered hatred of men, 
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which is also expressed by her deluded emotional outpourings with which she 
dismisses and thus suppresses the voice of male losers. Abuse of power. But with 
her emotional, feminist, instinct-driven abuse of power, equally incapable of 
decent, empathic behaviour, as she is incapable of factual, unbiased reading of 
new information and logical thinking, she showers the writer with false and 
defamatory attributions: 


“This derogatory and aggressive position” 


Feminism of all waves was highly aggressive, on a scale unimaginable before. 
Feminists do devalue, emotionally and personally. The book is factual, does not 
devalue any person, compiles facts. That, too, is part of the twisted feminist- 
fascist psychology: unpleasant facts are not accepted. Dissenters are demonised. 
Not reason, but a biased twisted feeling, an ideologised sentimentality drives and 
clouds the mind. One consequence is that feminists of both sexes regularly twist 
facts on emotive issues into their opposite; their perception is bent 180°. There is 
no human decency with them. Dissenters are morally executed. They are not shot 
as in Hitler's fascism, but they are collectively murdered for their character. 


“is not compatible with the values of MOLA.” 


The values of the MOLA are thus the mockery and complete suppression of male 
losers, a moral lynch justice of opinion and the cleansing of literature and science 
of thoughts critical of feminism. The MOLA is therefore probably unconstitutio- 
nal, because it explicitly wants to prevent male losers from having their say, parti- 
cipates in the oppression and mockery of male losers. This is actually unconstitu- 
tional, except that contemporaries are already so infected that they hardly notice 
it because they themselves feel and perceive feminist and are no longer capable 
of an objective assessment. That is how strongly people have been collectively 
deformed by our system. 


Not even a standard work, scientifically based, such as “The Oppression of Men”, 
a call for suffrage for men, can be brought to the public and debated in this femi- 
nist society. If female suffragettes had been treated in such a way, there would 
have been no feminism, there would be none of their millions of works, many of 
which were distributed en masse. Double standards could not be more blatant: 
Feminists profited from classical male tolerance in order to seize power and 
abolish that tolerance, just as, incidentally, Goebbels once said, scoffing that the 
bourgeois press had been so stupid as to give them a freedom they had no 
intention of returning. Feminists behave in exactly the same way. Early feminist 
writings were published in antiquity and even in the Middle Ages, supported by 
men. No one prevented this, on the contrary, their works have been faithfully pre- 
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served for centuries until today. But the moment feminists gained power, this 
tolerance was over, men could no longer voice fundamental criticism. The 
greatest impudence is that they claim to promote disadvantaged and underrepre- 
sented voices, but in fact they are using this very argument to perpetrate the 
greatest suppression of voices ever. 


Any feminist book on one of the many topics covered in my books would be 
celebrated by the media and the public as an intellectual breakthrough, discussed, 
debated and exalted in many reviews, as I have exemplified with Meike Stove- 
rock's book “Female Choice: From the Beginning and End of Male Civilisation.” 
Dozens, if not a hundred unanimously jubilant book reviews appeared, often even 
of the same wording, so that obviously they copied from each other or simply 
spread the feminist press release. Some well-known media gave her a friendly 
interview without critical questions, thus advertising free of charge. Not a single 
scathing review appeared in established media, nor a single review with at least 
critical questions. With a book critical of feminism, it is exactly the opposite. For 
decades, all the established media have withheld my books, which now number 
more than 35, have concealed them from the public. The media people seem to 
hope that I will finally die so that my books will disappear from the world, 
unread and unknown. 


For a fiction book by a feminist-minded woman, I have already paradigmatically 
presented a similar case in the work “NO!” years ago. A woman's book about a 
girl's search was unanimously praised in the media as 'funny'. Unthinkable, by 
contrast, were books by men about a boy's or man's search. “Nobody cares about 
it! That's a private matter!” I was dismissed in horror decades ago by a publisher 
who had founded an ‘Enlightenment-influenced’ publishing house in my place of 
study. Women may do it and many are fascinated; men may not do the same, no 
one cares. Yet it is an exceptional situation for women, but a typical daily hurdle 
and problem for men. This unwritten stark double dichotomy shapes our percepti- 
on, worldview and the creation or non-creation of books, issues and debates. That 
is why there were and are female suffragettes, and very successful ones at that, 
but no male suffragettes, who would have no chance of success either. “The 
oppression of men” is rooted in this perceptual distortion that makes us perceive 
and judge women's and men's concerns so radically differently and oppositely. 
The same is true for countless topics and books. 


We are not even aware of such a distortion of perception according to the sexes, 
which actually gives women carte blanche to make any demands they want, but 
forbids men any desire or demand as ‘whiners’ and “pathetic wretches’. “Wear it 
like a man!” is said with contempt to men; an auxiliary reflex is triggered towards 
women. Women are celebrated when they make demands, while men are berated‘ 
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as ‘vicious’, ‘ridiculous’ and ‘failures’ for doing similar things. All feminist 
waves are based on this skewed perception. 


This is how “the oppression of men” works. It is invisible to most people because 
no one who has not experienced it first hand can imagine the “wall of icy silence 
and total lack of echo” that suffocates any man who breaks the taboo and raises 
issues critical of feminism. There is a left, green and feminist privilege in 
breaking taboos; they are enthusiastically hailed and revered as innovators for 
doing so. The magic word “breaking taboos” makes feminist, left and green eyes 
light up; they admire the author unread, assuming that of course left, green or 
feminist taboo-breaking is included. But taboos must never be broken in the op- 
posite direction — that would then be considered ‘reactionary’, ‘evil’, ‘chauvinist’, 
“sexist”, ‘racist’ and ‘fascist’, of course without any rational justification for such 
attribution. 


No one who has not experienced it first-hand can imagine the radical, spiteful 
rejection with defamation and insults below the belt experienced by anyone who 
breaks the taboo of fundamentally criticising feminism or representing the 
concerns of male losers. This is as strictly forbidden as fascist positions were 
after the Second World War, although it is feminism that is fascist in many ways: 
feminism spreads extreme intolerance, one-sided hostility against a population 
group, namely white heterosexual men, and even more radically white heterose- 
xual male losers. Feminism mobs and suppresses opposition like a fascist Volks- 
gerichtshof. Feminism is empathy-impaired towards white heterosexual male 
losers who are dehumanised and insulted as fascism has done to other victim 
groups. Incel and male critics of feminism are angrily attacked as filth and 
humanly inferior, i.e. degraded in a similar way as National Socialists did with 
so-called ‘Untermenschen’, and insulted in such a way, as exemplified by a com- 
ment quoted in this chapter, representative of many I received. The Volksgerichts- 
hof also attempted, through emotional shouting down, to portray the accused as a 
pathetic figure in the show trial, the filming of which has survived to this day. 
The groups of perpetrators and victims have changed, as has the tone, but the 
method is the same. The empathy disorder towards male losers is related to their 
dehumanisation and hostile treatment, just as with fascists, but additionally builds 
on evolutionary hurdles biologically imposed on the male sex, such as being 
dependent on sexual selection and having to prove oneself. 


These are not isolated cases, but are experienced by every man who dares to 
express fundamental criticism of taboo topics such as feminism. Nor could the 
extreme double standard be more blatant: Meike Stoverock's book ‘Female 
Choice” is unanimously and without exception hailed, while my book on the 
same topic, written years earlier and with a main chapter of the same name — 
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even an entire book series of mine was called “The Power of Female Choice” 
years before — is hushed up, dismissed into public non-existence, and when sub- 
mitted to publishers, savagely and foul-mouthedly unanimously rejected with 
personally denigrating low blows. Yet the two books are not equal; mine is writ- 
ten with heart and soul, concerns defeats experienced in life, whereas Meike Sto- 
verock academically disenfranchises men sexually without ever having suffered 
the same herself; the content of both is thus morally very different. In terms of 
content, hers is very thin compared to the many themes and new groundbreaking 
ideas in mine. 


If a woman demands suffrage, she is celebrated and revered as a heroine, her 
writings are disseminated en masse and debated in society and made a mental 
common good. She acquires a quasi-religious status, as do her writings. 


If a man demands suffrage, he is totally ignored, rejected, spitefully defamed in 
his rejection, berated, presented as ridiculous, defamed as a crackpot, a lunatic 
and a ‘Nazi’ and trampled on as bitterly as a Nazi; in general, this has become 
one of the modern methods of oppression, to suppress undesirable views by false 
comparisons to fascism just as radically as real fascism suppressed dissenters and 
is trying to do so again today in a new guise. The only difference is that critics are 
not murdered today, but are put down in the media and as human beings. 


This applies to all Western countries; such double standards affect many issues, 
including any genuine critique of feminism; they affect all white, heterosexual 
male losers, who are thus the most oppressed group of our time. Double standards 
and double morals are a gross understatement; there is no word in our language 
for the stark, radical contrast between feminist nonsense, which is spread en 
masse and drilled into children, and the total oppression of opposing views or 
male losers, which is so absolute that they do not have a say at all, are trampled 
on at the outset so that they cannot even arise, and where they do arise, their 
existence is not even known. This is only possible because of a total failure of 
empathy towards white, heterosexual male losers. 


In this way, according to an instinctive archetypal model, the oppression of men, 
as expressed by women's rejection, operates on several levels at the same time: 
through sexual selection (because only women, but not men, have sexual suffra- 
ge) and through dictatorship of opinion and attitude in the media, including the 
literary establishment, where male or critical contributions are indignantly rejec- 
ted out of feelings of consternation, with the oppression being carried out with 
furious false attributions such as ‘misogynist’. Fascism and communism were 
similar to feminism today, where dissenters were suppressed as ‘class enemies’ or 
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“enemies of the people/race’ instead of “enemies of women’ (or ‘misogynists’) as 
is the case today. 


If anyone does not understand what I mean by “the oppression of men”, a glance 
at the text of the rejections I quote in my books from publishers, literary agents, 
media and the commentaries that engage in a mental-moral lynching is enough. 
This is exactly how “the oppression of men” works today. Apart from unleashed 
primeval instincts that are no longer captured and balanced by any cultural 
structure and give women absolute sexual selection dominance and privilege, it is 
the media one-sidedness described here that trumpets every feminist whim with 
great fanfare, but icily silences male criticism or views, through which men are 
oppressed. 


Many contemporaries do not understand what and why I criticise so pointedly, 
because they have never experienced such radical rejection as I have. That's 
because we have been subject to cultural re-education from childhood for 150 
years, which is why many of the totalitarian dogmas prevalent today are taken for 
granted, shape their personalities. I explained this recently in an as yet unpub 
lished article on the second-wave feminist fighting term ‘self-realisation’: 


Feminism has poisoned and confused the relations of both sexes, created strong 
mutual misunderstanding and conflicts of interest that would hardly exist under 
natural conditions and in a functioning culture, and if at all, then only to a much 
lesser and milder extent. Innate sex differences, which would be beneficial under 
natural conditions and even more so within the framework of a culture, because 
both sides help each other and do something for each other, became sources of 
constantly intensifying strife. This strife, which only came about through the 
poisoning of sex relations and the destruction of naturally grown culture, triggers 
female discontent and anger. Although men have more reason to be dissatisfied 
with today's deficiencies, male victims are not given a hearing or a voice in 
feminist societies, so that their views do not count and it is pretended that they do 
not exist. Female dissatisfaction and rage thus arise all the more the more 
feminism impacts, confuses and poisons the relations of both sexes. 


This corresponds to what addicts experience when they create withdrawal symp- 
toms for themselves with an addictive substance, which they then try to combat 
with even more addictive substance. Addicts who became dependent on hard 
drugs usually need higher and higher doses over time to fight their withdrawal 
symptoms after the high of intoxication has subsided. Likewise, feminists fight 
problems created by feminism, which are also due to the lack of natural culture 
fought against and increasingly abolished by feminism, with even more femi- 
nism. Their suffering thereby constantly increases, like that of addicts, so that 
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they need ever higher doses or more radical feminism, without which they are as 
if in withdrawal. They hate the critic of feminism like addicts hate the doctor who 
wants to wean them off their addictive drug, which they associate with painful 
withdrawal symptoms. 


Due to the disintegration of our culture in the ongoing very radical cultural revo- 
lution, we no longer have any concept of natural conditions; feminism has created 
a state and maladministration in which self-realisation has become a problem. In 
this, too, feminism resembles addiction: Just as drug addicts seek relief by 
reaching for the substance that, after a brief intoxication of unworldly utopia, in- 
tensifies their suffering and triggers withdrawal symptoms in order to remedy the 
symptoms in the short term with the substance that triggers them in the long term, 
so too does feminism function, including the struggle for self-realisation. How- 
ever, this does not solve the problem: just as the addict becomes more and more 
addicted the more he tries to improve his condition with the substance, feminist 
ideology spreads suffering in society, which then triggers feminist rage, which for 
short-term feelings of relief and victory causes long-term damage and thus a 
worsening of suffering. This also applies to self-realisation, which becomes all 
the more difficult the more feminism poisons and confuses relations of both 
SEXES. 


With the indignation with which addicts react to attempts to deprive them of the 
addictive substance, feminists of both sexes react to my arguments because they 
have built their identities in laborious struggle on the basis of (false and harmful) 
feminist principles. They therefore have a squishy feeling that the books are 
pulling the rug out from under them, which is why they condemn and avoid them 
like the plague. But that is precisely the quality of the books. 


Basically, what is hated, criticised and attacked in my books is precisely their 
strength and does not exist anywhere else, because no one else had the resilience 
and inner strength to work it out and formulate it so clearly and thus sharply. 


Already in antiquity and the Middle Ages, there were proto-feminist works that 
today's feminists refer to, which were supported by men, published and handed 
down to this day. Critical works by men, on the other hand, have been systemati- 
cally stifled in the making ever since feminism came to power. Such blatant op- 
posite treatment of feminist writers and critical male writers, women demanding 
and getting female suffrage, men demanding male suffrage and getting totally 
suppressed, stifled already in the making, getting no male suffrage, shows the 
mechanisms that systematically suppress men in our society in their own lives 
and on many key issues of the day, yet invisible to most. The rejection of my con- 
tent and male suffrage, while at the same time feminist content and female suf- 
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frage are celebrated, shows through extreme double standards the imbalance that 
also shapes many other topics and areas of life. 


The empathy disorder towards the men of our own culture, tribes or peoples is 
also expressed in the contempt with which feminist-influenced men as well as 
women — both sexes equally hateful — deride any critic that it cannot be normal 
and healthy what contradicts their ideology. This is also exactly the opposite of 
the facts, because feminism has been invented and spread in all waves by severe- 
ly disturbed women, as the book “Settling The Score With Feminism” has docu- 
mented and proven. 

Cm) James MeGowan Query Reply from James MeGowan Query Reply from James MeGowalh THE OPPRESSION... [Posteingang| Mo, 15:45 
e James MeGOwan at BookEnds Literary A... Query Received by James MEGOWall at BookEnds Literary Agency Thank you for querying J... [Posteingang| So, 22:26 
Within hours, this cancellation was received from a man who claimed to have 
examined the book carefully, which is not at all possible with such a work in 
just a few hours. 

® James McGowan <query@QueryManager.com> 


Mo, 11.10.2021 15:45 
An: Sie 


Query Reply from 
James McGowan 


THE OPPRESSION OF MEN 


(This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail.) 


Jan, 


Firstly, | hope you are doing well, staying safe and healthy. | want to thank 
you for querying BookEnds and giving me a chance to review your work 
I'm afraid that after giving careful consideration to your work, I've decided 
I'm not the best fit for this project at this time. 


The following introductory phrase seems to have a secondary meaning direc- 
ted against the person of the author, which native speakers of English may 
decide: 

(This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail.) 


Dear John C 
Breese ete - Mel mise cmeesc esc. |'m Sorry to not have better news, but LIFE AS 
A JOURNEY doesn't feel like a good fit for me to represent at this time. Please 


«I hope you're well, all things considered.» (Turndown on “Life As a Jour- 
ney”) 
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Rejection and silencing of innovative books on “The Oppression of Men” 
reflects the oppression of men in the everyday life of the writer and the misin- 
formed contemporaries who, due to massive militant prejudice, do not even 
learn what arguments there are against the ideology currently in power. 


Empathy for native male losers, incels, cuckolds or ‘white heterosexual ma- 
les’ is not zero, but approaching minus infinity. 


Friday, June 23, 2017 


Medusa Magazine 


Feminist Revolution Now 


Beyond Pro-Choice: The Solution to White 
Supremacy is White Abortion 


(4 June 21,2017 & Nicole Valentine ® america, privilege, pro choice, pro future, racism, trump, white 


privilege, white women, women's rights 


In a progressive society, it is often white families that stand in the way of equality and 
«Friday, June 23, 2017 
Medusa Magazine 
Feminist Revolution Now 
Women's Rights 
Beyond Pro-Choice: The Solution to White Supremacy is White Abortion 
In a progressive society, it is often white families that stand in the way of 
equality» 
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«Feminist Magazine Demands White Women Abort Their Babies»'” (Juni 26 
2017) 


Significantly, the critical report has since been deleted from the internet: it is not 
feminist hatred that is being deleted, but the reporting on this hatred. 


Anyone who compares how feminists of all waves were lauded with pathological 
nonsense and established in all areas of society, in media, politics and in acade- 
mia, which was twisted into propaganda subjects, while critics were completely 
ignored, not mentioned by media, scornfully dismissed by popular publishers and 
literary agents, for decades and unanimously, can see a faint reflection of how 
wrongly our society sees and treats such key issues. Feminists and other ideolo- 
gues set up a mind dictatorship that twists all important facts into the opposite, in- 
culcates such skewed views from childhood, but massively stifles and suppresses 
any criticism of them. 


< RE: QUERY “The Oppression of Men” 


@ submissions@f agency 


So, 28.11.2021 15:41 


An: Sie 


HiJan, 
Thanks for this. 


Your work is in a genre or subject area we are not seeking to represent at this time. 
«Your work is in a genre or subject area we are not seeking to represent at this 
time.» (A literary agency that has forbidden, with legal threats, to quote them by 
name, 28.11.2021) 


The subject areas of my books are such that publishers, media or literary agents 
“are not seeking to represent them at this time” because they are about men. 
When feminists represent the exact opposite on the same subject area, it is against 
men, as in Meike Stoverock's ,,Female Choice”; then there is just as fierce sup- 
port from media, publishers and blogs as there is icy silent rejection when the 
desired sentiment is criticised. That's how it works in this society. 


Feminists are cheered, honoured, championed by powerful media networks, like 


Meike Stoverock's “Female Choice” at the moment. The critical original from a 
male pen, on the other hand, is totally ignored. All these are facets of the oppres- 


'"' https://archive.ph/MPL2U 
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sion of men, as is the overlooking, ridiculing and mocking of male losers, incels, 
cuckolds and their voices. That such blatant injustice and perversity is not noticed 
by contemporaries, that references to it are ridiculed and dismissed, reveals how 
far the oppression of men reaches in everyday life and society. It is so deeply 
rooted in us that it has become invisible. 

Re: QUERY "The Oppression of Men" 2 


ssion of Men" is a once-in-a-lifetime chance to discover a breakthrough concerning the strongest taboos of 


©) san deichmohie The book "The Op 
Qn m=: e@lindachesterf] ¢ Janua 

@& Reply mp Forward f Delete €3 Spam eee More 
Dear Jan, 


Thank you for letting me consider this, but | couldn't disagree more with the premise and the project in general. Sorry, but it's a pass for me. 


Best regards, 

Milene 

«Thank you for letting me consider this, but I couldn't disagree more with the 
premise and the project in general. Sorry, but it's a pass for me.» (| from the 


literary agency Linda Chester, 21.1.22) 


In the empathy-disturbed era, such responses are considered normal. 


so} Submissions Department ge te 


An: Sie 


Dear Jan, 


Thank you for your enquiry and for your patience in waiting for our response. We regret to inform you that the manuscript you've described does 
not sound like something we would like to read at present. 


We wish you every success in finding an agent or publisher. 


LSFT 
BANK 
LITERARY 


SUBMISSIONS MANAGER 


010 Australis 


On Mon, 6 Dec 2021 at 07:12, EE <form-submission ON wrote: 
Sent via form submission from LEFT BANK LITERARY 


Name *: Jan Deichmohle 


Email: 


Submission Pitch *: Pitch: 
"This book is capable of changing your view of human life - the way Kepler and Galileo changed our view of the universe. Just as the earth 
revolves around the sun, the female sex is dominant, not the other way around." 


“The Oppression Of Men” - non fiction 


«We regret to inform you that the manuscript you've described does not 
sound like something we would like to read at present.» 


«“THE OPPRESSION OF MEN” doesn't sound like a good fit for my list at 
this time.» 
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Rejection based on book title occurred 17 minutes after submission. 


Ca) Jessica Alvarez <query@QueryManager.com> @® Jessica Alvarez at BookEnds Literary <query@QueryManager.com> 
Mi, 09.03.2022 23:21 Mi, 09.03.2022 23:04 
An: Sie An: Sie 


Query Reply from Thank you for querying 
Jessica Alvarez Jessica Alvarez at BOOKENdS Literary 


THE OPPRESSION OF MEN 


(This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail. 


(This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail. 
You message will not be read.) 


Your message will not be read.) 
Dear Jan, 


Thanks for querying me. I'm afraid THE OPPRESSION OF MEN doesn't Your query for THE OPPRESSION OF MEN was 
sound like a good fit for my list at this time. | wish you all the best with your 


received 0 
writing career and hope you find the right agent for you soon 

Best 

Jessica Alvarez 


Senior Literary Agent 
BookEnds Literary 


The oppression of men goes far beyond what Galilei and Kepler or Charles 
Darwin experienced, who only had to deal with prejudice. The lack of under- 
standing of male losers and their positions, that they are perceived as ridicu- 
lous, malicious or sick, incel as threatening, their arguments and books consi- 
dered absurd, bad and not worth reading, expresses the partly innate, partly 
ideology-induced skew, discrimination and oppression described in this book 
and aptly summarised as “The Oppression of Men”. 


289 


More New Censorship Cases 


Dix readers! I appreciate your willingness to read “intellectual bullshit” like 


this book, because that's what it is according to a lady in the literary blogger 
scene, as she attested to me when I sent her the URL with the article “Female 
Choice and Feminism” in the US magazine “A Voice for Men”, which introduces 
this book: 


«Sent: Tuesday, 01 December 2015 06:37 

From: "S. ame" <mem(@literaturschock.de> 

Subject: Re: The Gendering of the World — non-fiction book by an author 
published on A Voice for Men in the USA. 

Good morning, 


Please take me off your mailing list and stop bothering me with this intellectual 
bullshit. 


Yours sincerely 

S. am 

Literaturschock.de & Leserunden.de 

Current media data: 

http://www. literaturschock.de/presse ... 

Web www.literaturschock.de & www.leserunden.de 

>.. 30.11.2015 18:07: 

Have a wonderful day, 

On 1.12.2015, “The Gendering of the World” will be published. My books have 
been published by nexx Verlag and AAVAA Verlag. I also write for A Voice for 
Men magazine in the US. 

[URL] 

Please report or review. Review copies are available from the publisher or from 
me.» 


Anyone who proves that men are oppressed or that feminism is based on errors is 
rejected for life, ignored, excluded from the public sphere, insulted, laughed at, 
insulted, while all the media shower us with feminist views every day, right down 
to entertainment. That is how skewed the perception is. 


«Sent: Monday, 07 December 2015 14:47 
From: "G. sam" <smm@pendragon.de> 
Re: scientific evidence for The Oppression of Men. 
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Spare me the nonsense and stop sending me unsolicited mail. And what is that 
convoluted GERMAN in your mail? Did the Google translator write it??? 

G. aan 

Pendragon Publisher 

>Good day, 

with exact science, the book proves oppression of men and favouritism of women 
since primeval times.» 


Anyone who publicly criticises gender ideology or feminism these days likes to 
be met with death threats, arson attacks and calls for murder even in plays - see 
the chapters on feminist hate. Submitters of unpublished rebuttals to feminism are 
ridiculed. Unscientific feminist ideology (see “Critique of Feminist Ideology” for 
evidence) is considered respectable and is taught at universities, even wanting to 
conquer all subjects, whereas criticism of feminism is derided as supposedly 
“inserious”: 


«Sent: Monday, 07 December 2015 10:37 pm 

From: "O. sma" | Birnbaum Verlag <mmam@birnbaumverlag.de> 

Re: scientific evidence for the oppression of men 

Dear Mr Deichmohle, 

we are a fiction publisher and therefore not interested in your texts. Besides, our 
staff member for crude theories and conspiracy theories is on holiday at the 
moment. With best regards 

O. =a 

Head of Programme & Development 

Birnbaum Publishing House» 


Conspiracy theory was feminism from the beginning: Fundamentally, the 
erroneous idea of a mythical “patriarchy”, imputed with subjective, partisan 
feelings of concern, that spun the threads of world history in the background, 
exactly along the lines of the anti-Semitic invention of a “Zionist world conspi- 
racy”, “Jewish world capital” or a “Council of the Wise Men of Zion”, was just as 
irrational and contrary to facts. Yet, due to skewed perception, no one has 
recognised and exposed feminism as a conspiracy theory; indeed, in the usual 
twisting of all facts into the opposite, even the most scientifically founded 
criticism of feminism is accused of being what feminism alone always was and 
is: crude conspiracy theory. 


Such responses from publishers, the press and indoctrinated contemporaries are 
not isolated cases, but are the “usual” tone and way of thinking, the almost 
exclusive reaction in the media of an indoctrinated society, as long as the senders 
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do not hide behind formal rejection phrases. Extremely rare exceptions are no 
match even for the concentrated power of prejudice and ideology. 


«Sent: Monday, 07 December 2015 14:31 

From: "M. gee" <gee <gem@lechmstedt.de> 

Subject: AW: scientific evidence for The Oppression of Men. 
Please take us off your mailing list immediately!» 


There are many feminist publishers, but (so far) none for non-feminist or ideo- 
logy-free literature. What contemporary media put out has feminist ideology in it 
— sometimes overt, sometimes hidden, sometimes harsher, sometimes wrapped in 
velvet. Feminists constantly monitor mass media so that a natural portrayal of 
women can never creep in; they immediately sound the alarm if anything deviates 
from ideological guidelines. This too is an institutionalised form of censorship 
and organised self-censorship. 


Even the criticism of feminism that reaches the public is regularly feminist 
criticism within the framework of this ideology. Even so-called “men's studies” is 
demonstrably firmly grounded in feminist ideology and even sees itself as a 
contribution to “gender research” — this is the discipline's own assessment, as 
evidenced in the chapter on “feminist men's studies”. Many so-called 
“masculists” also spring from and are rooted in feminist soil. 


«w_orten & meer, publishing house for anti-discriminatory action, has entered 
the German-language book market with three publications. In autumn 2015, 
another two volumes will follow “Goodbye Gender”. A conversation with two of 
the creators, Lann Hornscheidt and Sharon Dodua Otoo.»'” (Der Standard) 


A publishing house only for gender ideology. There is none for criticism of the 
ideology. Those who criticise gender ideology actually experience discrimination, 
which is otherwise an ideological invention. 


«We publish books that deal sensitively with violence through genderisms, 
racisms, Becoming-Handicapped and about class perceptions.» (wortenun- 
dmeer.net) 


“T like beautiful girls like you”: genderism, violence. LOL 
Rejection of ‘white heterosexual men’: exemplary, no structural violence. LOL 


'?  http://derstandard.at/2000021312094/Neuer- Verlag-Geschichten-von-Menschen- 
die-Diskriminierung-erleben 
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Dissenters have always been excluded by feminists and presented with a fait 
accompli, only to sneer that the debate has long been closed, the goals enshrined 
in law and that a different opinion is already or soon will be illegal. 


«So it appears that Lauren Southern and Milo Yiannopoulos have been ejected 
from a slut walk in the good old USA after asking a series of tough questions to 
feminists. Please feminists, tell me again how you love free and open discussion 
and are happy to discuss your points (Unless of course you are being criticized 
and then you go running to a higher power to censor those nasty opinions). I 
feel sorry for the L.A.P.D. who most likely did not want to do this but were 
probably forced by feminists having their Fee Fee's hurt. -MT)»'” 


In extremist feminism, being a devout Catholic, for example, is enough for the 
status of “illegal extremist”. 


«Australia's bishops face court case for defending marriage 

SYDNEY , 26 November, 2015 / 3:56 PM (CNA German). — 

Anthony Fisher, archbishop of the Australian metropolis of Sydney, is to face 
trial, alleging that the Australian bishops' pastoral letter on marriage violated the 
state of Tasmania's strict anti-discrimination laws. Now the Dominican priest has 
responded: With a robust defence of the freedom of the Catholic Church. 
“Australia is bound by treaties guaranteeing freedom of religion and speech, and 
exhorts other countries to abide by them,” said Archbishop Anthony Fisher of 
Sydney. “It is therefore astonishing and truly alarming that legal action is being 
taken against people for emphasising traditional Christian beliefs on marriage.” ... 
“T wanted an apology and involvement of the Catholic education system in 
raising LGBT awareness among students,” Delaney said, according to Sky News 
television.»'”* (catholicnewsagency.com) 


Facts are systematically erased from media in order not only to spread feminist 
lies — that happens anyway — but to erase from public view any opposition to the 
lies and any indication that lies are being told. 


«Thursday, 26 November 2015 
Frankfurter Rundschau: “Every third woman has experienced violence” ... 
On this on “Genderama”: 


'3  https://www.facebook.com/AntiFeminismAustralia/pho- 
tos/a.1517039051895955.1073741829.15 1663685860284 1/1615339072065952/? 
type=3 &permPage=1 

'%  http://de.catholicnewsagency.com/story/australiens-bischofen-droht-gerichtsver- 
handlung-weil-sie-die-ehe-verteidigen-0230 
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The sexist way our leading media deal with this topic remains remarkable. For 
example, one of my readers writes to me that whenever he posts links in com- 
ments under this article by Melanie Reinsch in the Frankfurter Rundschau poin- 
ting to the hundreds of studies on the equal distribution of domestic violence 
among the sexes, these comments are instantly deleted by the editorial staff. This, 
of course, leads to a distorted discussion in the comments column, where comple- 
tely uninformed people can portray someone who is really in the know as a com- 
plete idiot. 

In this way, Bascha Mika's Frankfurter Rundschau outwardly pretends to be 
against domestic violence, while in reality it goes full throttle to perpetuate dome- 
stic violence with such one-sided portrayals.»'” (mannfrauzensiert) 


Censorship exists today in many varieties, which will be explained in more detail 
in the following chapter, as well as the rationale for using the “term” censorship 
for such suppression of non-feminist views, arguments and facts. Today's 
censorship rarely takes the classic form of state edicts. 


«US civil rights activists mobilise against censorship on social media 
heise online 
20.11.2015 15:53 Uhr Stefan Kremp]»'” (heise.de) 


When a feminist begins to reflect and become fairer to men, the money streams 
open to feminists quickly close off to her: 


«The Red Pill. (How a Feminist Became a Men's Rights Activist) 

Published by Thomas Friedrichs on Friday, 13 November 2015 in Art+Culture.... 
“After some time, my sponsors, all feminists, cut me off. They said that they 
would not support me providing a lobby for men's rights activists. I was insulted, 
lies were spread about me and I was threatened that they would make this a 
career suicide. It was an attempt to keep the film as small as possible. An 
indirect form of censorship”»'” (fischundfleisch.com) 


Politically active people who at least partially contradict feminist gender goals 
live dangerously. The mob makes arson attacks, beats up and threatens murder. 


5 http://mannfrauzensiert.blogspot.de/2015/11/frankfurter-rundschau-jede-dritte- 
frau.html 

6 http://www.heise.de/newsticker/meldung/US-Buergerrechtler-machen-mobil-ge- 
gen-Zensur-in-sozialen-Medien-3009966.html 

”  https://www.fischundfleisch.com/blogs/kunst-kultur/the-red-pill-wie-eine-femini- 
stin-zu-maennerrechtlerin-wurde.html 
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«On Monday, 16.11.2015, at 9.20 pm, Lars Steinke, chair of the JA university 
group in Géttingen and chair of the JA district of Braunschweig, was attacked 
again within only one month. The attack took place in a dark street. The attackers 
shouted “Ey Steinke” and first hit him on the back of the head. In the ensuing 
scuffle Steinke slipped and went down. There they continued to attack him with 
punches and kicks to his face. ... 

In the meantime, death threats against Frauke Petry are piling up. An unknown 
person on the AfD Facebook page blatantly threatens: “Frauke Petry we will kill 
you! Look behind you in the future! You're due!”’»'”* (facebook.com) 


A fundamental refutation of feminism and gender ideology is likely to trigger 
even more hatred and violence as it becomes more widely known. 


«Passau | 17.11.2015 | 07:24 Uhr 

Left-wing scene wants to disrupt: Stink bombs over gender debate? 

by Franz Danninger 

The organisers of the discussion evening with the title “Gender mich nicht voll” 
on Tuesday evening have to deal with threats. According to the organisers, mem- 
bers of the left-wing scene in Passau have announced, among other things, that 
they will throw stink bombs into the “Alte Brauhaus” in order to prevent the 
event.»'” (PNP) 


Those who are “only” pelted with stink bombs are still lucky. My books from the 
1980s show how feminists used butyric acid indiscriminately against men as 
early as 1979/1980, on the basis of ridiculous accusations, the subjective feeling 
that a woman had been “hit on” (approached) in a pub, in a meeting place where 
young women as well as young men often go for exactly that reason: to be seen, 
to flirt, to approach and to be approached. (The absolute rulers of sexual selection 
used butyric acid against discriminated men — that would be a more biologically 
accurate description. In the conspiracy-theoretical delusion of feminism, 
everything was interpreted the wrong way round). 


«PIRINCCI EVENT POSTPONED DUE TO MURDER THREATS 
METROPOLICO.ORG 
16. NOVEMBER 2015»'*° (wertewandelblog) 


8 https://www.facebook.com/Dr.Frauke.Petry/posts/1013980281987952 

'®  http://www.pnp.de/region_und_lokal/stadt_und_landkreis_passau/passau_stadt/ 
1874534 Linke-Szene-will-stoeren-Stinkbomben-wegen-Gender-Debatte.html 

'89  http://www.wertewandelblog.de/pirincci-veranstaltung-wegen-morddrohungen- 
verlegt-metropolico-org/ 
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Whatever is thought of the writer or his books, threats and violence are criminal, 
freedom of expression remains a prerequisite of democracy and freedom. 


«Attempted killing of Diigida demonstrator 

13. November 2015 by Infidel 

Antifa attacks with stones 

Bonn. 13.11.15//18:30.»'*! (infidels-deutschland) 


The same is true in this case. The political direction does not matter; these cur- 
rents are among the few that express some criticism of some points of gender 
ideology. It would be the task of all other bourgeois parties to rid themselves of 
feminist and gender ideology so that people who are free of feminism do not have 
to turn away from them in despair. 


Commonplace is the strategy of silencing all non-feminists by “shaming” them, 
pretending that it is shameful to disagree with the ideology. 


«Men's rights activists are often subjected to a strategy of shaming, unless they 
are immediately ignored. The most popular variant here is to accuse the men's 
rights accuser of “whining”, of being a “whiner”. 

For example, my own experience: For example, the feminist Onyx told me: 

Turn off your whining tone [...] slowly. 

The men's rights activist Eugen Maus was called a “whiner” twice, once by 
Bascha Mika, another time by Thea Dorn. Both times on state radio.»'*” (der- 
juengling) 


Such double standards express skewness: Feminists of all waves complained and 
moaned (as can be proven today, unjustly), were quickly heard and imposed their 
ideology. They forbid men to do the same for legitimate concerns and shame 
them for something that is a constant method with women — whereby the 
accusation is, on top of that, usually unjustified. Such an approach is very 
successful because human biology already allows and rewards female 
complaining, but forbids and punishes male complaining. Civilisation reinforces 
such double standards, and feminism further radicalises them. 


I apologise for two quotes that I have to repeat in different contexts because they 
demonstrate both feminist hatred and feminist censorship: 


‘8! http://infidels-deutschland.de/2015/11/13/toetungsversuch-auf-duegidaanmelde- 
rin/ 
'®  http://der-juengling.blogspot.de/2015/11/der-mann-ist-dem-mann-ein-wolf.html 
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«A reader just pointed me to this article by Roland Tichy. According to it, the 
author in question, Ronja von R6nne, gave up after the death threats and 
discontinued her blog.»'*? (Hadmut Danisch, 1.6.2015) 


Feminist hatred has a censorious effect, ending an unwelcome blog. Therefore, 
the following quote also belongs just as much under the heading of attempted 
censorship, because an attempt is being made to impose a muzzle by threatening 
to kill, to silence, to silence critics: 


«And the result of this tweet by the Tagesschau feminist was that a death threat 
against the feminism-critical author was allegedly spread by an anonymous or ga- 
nisation called ANK Frankfurt.»'** (Hadmut Danisch, 1.6.2015) 


Feminist censorship and boycotts have been described as a standard method since 
before the First World War. 


Feminist ideology in all waves has worked massively with and built on hatred of 
men, as chapters on feminist hatred in the volumes of this series prove beyond 
doubt. Male-free utopias, or rather dystopias already of the first feminist wave, 
were also listed in Creveld's “The Privileged Sex”. But misandry is invisible to 
the biologically skewed perception of men, exacerbated by the misandry 
embedded in civilisation not only since the saddle period around 1800, but at 
least centuries before. (“The Immoral Sex”) Feminist indoctrination has simul- 
taneously radicalised such latent hatred of men, making it even more invisible. 
Grotesquely, anyone who documents the fact of male hatred or criticises the 
ideology is now accused of having and spreading misogyny, in the exact twisting 
of all facts into the opposite common among feminist-minded forces. 


Feminist ideology has attacked, fought, maligned men and masculinity for more 
than a century, and has therewith been accepted. Even blatant hostilities for more 
than a generation have not been seen for what they were and are: Hostilities. In 
contrast, a factual, scientific refutation of feminist ideology, the mere statement 
that women were never oppressed, but men were, is dismissed with personal low 
blows. This is also a standard method of feminists of both sexes: since they 
cannot reply to the arguments in a factually convincing way because they are 
facts, the dissenter is made contemptible with personal low blows. Bax 
mentioned unobjective and censorious methodology among “apostles of 
feminism” of both sexes as early as 1913. 


«Sent: Tuesday, 08 December 2015 05:35 


‘8 Hadmut Danisch, 1.6.2015, http://www.dewion24.de/?p=34 187 
'8 Hadmut Danisch, 1.6.2015, http://www.dewion24.de/?p=34187 
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From: "Araki Publishing Editor" <redaktion@araki.de> 

Re: scientific evidence for the oppression of men 

Hello Mr Deichmohle, 

I don't want to contribute to a book that sows or even postulates hatred and 
discord. If you have had bad experiences with half of humanity, you still have a 
chance to be happy and at PEACE with the other half or alone, instead of 
perpetuating your hatred. ... 

I wish you a more beautiful day. 

K. oo 

>On 07/12/2015 at 14:51 wrote ...: 

Good day, with exact science the book proves oppression of men and preference 
of women since ancient times. Feminism, on the other hand, was based on 
subjective myths that are false and scientifically disproven.» 


For 50 years, pretty much every feminist campaign has claimed that women are 
oppressed and disadvantaged, for which numerous statistics have been falsified, 
skewed views and comparisons established. It does not occur to Mrs/Ms Kmumu to 
see “hatred and discord” in the one-sided feminist sex war against men. What 
feminists have consistently done negatively for decades is invisible, taboo, not to 
be talked about. Yet factual criticism of feminism and the sex war is 
nonsensically accused of exactly what feminism itself was and is demonstrably. 
Feminists are so sensitive that no man is allowed to express even a much milder 
and more factual counter-position to what feminists have been wrongly saying 
and repeating about men every day for decades. 

The next trick is to deflect to a personal level, to push off a factual ex ploration of 
facts to “bad experiences” as if science and facts have anything to do with it. 
Such an approach raises doubts about the suitability for scientific questions. 

On top of that, bad experiences that men of the era have to have with indoctrina- 
ted women should raise the question of what ideologised women might be doing 
wrong and causing when they cause bad experiences — but that would presuppose 
self-doubt and self-reflection, which has never been the business of feminists. 
The obvious must not be — blame is always directed at others. No matter what 
happens and who suffers injustice, it is always the others who are to blame. 


Another nasty trick is to demand that male victims of female rejection and discri- 
mination become gay if they cannot find girls to be happy with. Here feminist 
hate ideology intertwines with genderism and the hatred of the ‘white heterosexu- 
al male’, who is to be abolished by all invented mean means, which include 
repression interbreeding. By PEACE, the cynic means being defeated and 
sexually re-poled gay by feminist haters. 
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Such a mentality cannot bear facts that are not convenient to feminist ideology. 
An important study was withheld from the public for ten years. In our fast- 
moving times, that is “an eternity” — until then, feminists had the opportunity to 
push through many unjust laws with false justifications before their lie was 
exposed. This is how unfair politics is made and history is written today. 


«Similarly, Donald Dutton's 1986 Canadian study was delayed by more than 10 
years because it showed too clearly that women are more aggressive than men in 
relation to domestic violence; and John Haskey's (ONS) article on single mothers 
was delayed by several months for political reasons.» (Robert Whiston) 


You have to feel sorry for the poor publisher. He “spent a full 5 minutes” with a 
manuscript that had been sent to him. Instead of even noticing arguments and evi- 
dence, crooked contemporaries deliberately look for ways to disparage and ob- 
struct even an unpublished book. Censorship evidence is also gladly suppressed. 


«Sent: Saturday, 16 January 2016 at 7:25 pm 

From: "sea" <smee@homunculus-verlag.de> 

Re: book proves "the oppression of men" 

Dear Mr Deichmohle, 

... | daringly opened your PDF and spent a full 5 minutes with it. I feel com- 
pelled to inform the colleagues of the publishers mentioned by name that you 
have published their response, which is contrary to data protection and 
personal rights. 

Without examining your manuscript more closely, I can tell you, if you did 
have an offer in mind, that we are quite obviously a fiction publisher, which 
you obviously did not inform yourself about beforehand. 

BR mam» 


With such arguments, there would be no suitable publisher for books that mix 
genre-spanning chapters from science to reportage, non-fiction to satire and 
fiction. Everyone has a suitable excuse for rejection. It is the task of publishers to 
make room for good books, because new things never fit into existing schemes — 
otherwise they would not be new. But novelty is precisely what the human spirit 
is all about. 


If it were not allowed to quote sources, there would no longer be any possibility 
of journalistic work and it would be impossible to prove censorship. Evidence of 
censorship would then also be subject to censorship. That would be a totalitarian 
state in which injustice is allowed, but not to be mentioned. 
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RE: QUERY "The Oppression of Men" 


query@kgreenagency.com =) M ).N m 19:21 
An: ‘Jan Deichmohle’ 


Thanks for thinking of me, Jan. Sorry but this book doesn’t sound like the type of project | 
am seeking just now. 


«Sorry but this book doesn't sound like the type of project I am seeking ...» 


Woe betide if the book title sounds as if the literary agent's conviction is being 
shaken. Then, of course, it is not what she is looking for. The book can be as 


interesting as it is, but it doesn't get a chance. 
QUERY "The Oppression of Men"  Posteingang > & 


Dichter Denker Mo., 8. Nov, 02:15 (vor 1 Tag) 
Dear Robert, The book "The Oppression of Men" is a once-in-a-lifetime chance to discover a breakthrough concerning the strongest taboos of human life. It has th 


Gemma <robert@robertsmithliteraryagency.com> Mo.,8. Nov. 13:42 (vor1Tag) yy 4% 


an mich + 


Dear Jan, 

Thank you for your most interesting submission. 

Unfortunately, | am afraid that due to our many existing commitments at the agency, this is not a project we would be able to handle. 
We wish you every success with your book 

Best regards, 


Gemma Quinn 


«Thank you for your most interesting submission... This is not a project we 
would be able to handle.» 


My projects would overstrain many in our indoctrinated society. 


«25.6.2022, 12:44 

Dear Mr. Deichmohle, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review your book project. 

Unfortunately, we have decided against including your project in the programme 
of literary agency Lesen & Héren because we are not one hundred percent con- 
vinced by the text.» 


In the case of a text with a feminist slant, many are convinced even though the 
statements are false. Both innate bias that protects children, mothers and women 
and feminist education ensure that feminist lies are believed, but a fact-based 
refutation of those lies is not. Feminist works were also disseminated when pub- 
lishers or literary agents were not fully convinced of them. This requirement to be 
one hundred percent convinced is only placed on men and critics of feminism and 
is unfulfillable due to current bias. 
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< Query Reply from Deidre Knight 
53 Nachricht Ubersetzen in: Deutsch | Nie Gbersetzen aus: Englisch 


Deidre Knight <query@QueryManager.com> 
Mo, 08.11.2021 19:34 


An: Sie 


Query Reply from 
Deidre Knight 


THE OPPRESSION OF MEN 


(This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail.) 


Thank you so much for allowing The Knight Agency to consider your 
material. Unfortunately, after carefully reviewing your query, we've 
determined that this particular project isn’t the right fit for us at this time. As 
I'm sure you know, the publishing industry changes swiftly now, as do 
readers’ tastes and trends. As a result, our own agents’ needs shift and 
change, as well; therefore, we would like to encourage you to consider 
querying us with future projects as you may deem appropriate. 

Best, 


<— Query Received by Deidre Knight at The Knight Agency 


53 Nachricht Ubersetzen in: Deutsch | Nie Ubersetzen aus: Englisch 


Mo, 08.11.2021 15:47 
An: Sie 


© Deidre Knight at The Knight Agency <query@QueryManager.com> 


Thank you for querying 
Deidre Knight at The Knight Agency 


«Automatic acknowledgement of receipt 8.11.2021 15:47 
Rejection 8.11.2021 at 19:34.» 


Others reject after ‘thorough examination’ hours after submission, probably 
directly after reading the book title. 
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< Query Reply from Hannah Andrade 


Hannah Andrade <query@QueryManager.com> 
Mo, 08.11.2021 19:37 


An: Sie 


Query Reply from 
Hannah Andrade 


THE OPPRESSION OF MEN 


(This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail.) 


Dear Jan, 


Thank you for sending me your project! Unfortunately, after careful 
consideration, | have decided to pass on your manuscript. | am sorry | am 
not emailing with better news and no doubt another agent will feel 
differently. | wish you all the very best luck finding a great home and 
enthusiastic champion for your work. Thank you for considering me and 
best of luck with your future queries! 


< Query Received by Hannah Andrade at Bradford Literary Agency 


53 Nachricht Ubersetzen in: Deutsch | Nie Gbersetzen aus: Englisch 


Mo, 08.11.2021 12:18 
An: Sie 


0 Hannah Andrade at Bradford Literary Agency <query@QueryManager.com> 


Thank you for querying 
Hannah Andrade at Bradford Literary Agency 


«Automatic acknowledgement of receipt 8.11.2021 12:18 
Rejection 8.11.2021 at 19:37» 


Not an isolated incident. 


«Automatic confirmation of receipt 8.11.2021 12:25. 
Rejection 8.11.2021 at 20:17.» 
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< Query Reply from Elaine Spencer 


53 Nachricht Ubersetzen in; Deutsch | Nie Gbersetzen aus; Englisch 


Mo, 08.11.2021 20:17 


An: Sie 


res ) Elaine Spencer <query@QueryManager.com> 


Query Reply from 
Elaine Spencer 


THE OPPRESSION OF MEN 


(This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail.) 


Thank you so much for allowing The Knight Agency to consider your 
material. Unfortunately, after carefully reviewing your query, we've 
determined that this particular project isn't the right fit for us at this time. As 
I’m sure you know, the publishing industry changes swiftly now, as do 
readers’ tastes and trends. As a result, our own agents’ needs shift and 
change, as well; therefore, we would like to encourage you to consider 
querying us with future projects as you may deem appropriate. 


<= Query Received by Elaine Spencer at The Knight Agency 


= Nachricht Ubersetzen in: Deutsch | Nie Gbersetzen aus: Englisch 


Mo, 08.11.2021 12:25 


@ Elaine Spencer at The Knight Agency <query@QueryManager.com> 


An: Sie 


Thank you for querying 
Elaine Spencer at The Knight Agency 
Somewhat closer to the classic form of censorship are cases where articles that 
had already appeared were deleted again because they were inconvenient for 
feminists, 1.e. exposed their lies. 


«This was also recently experienced by the renowned evolutionary biologist UI- 
rich Kutschera from the University of Kassel, when an article he had published in 
the Humanist Press Service under the title “University pseudoscience” fell victim 
to censorship just one day later (http://sciencefiles.org/tag/ulrich-kutschera). 
There, the colleague had reported on a conference of evolutionary biologists in 
San José in California on the topic of “Creationism in Europe”, where, in addition 
to the German anti-Darwin movement, “genderism” was also sharply criticised: 
“The discussion in San José led to the following consensus: evolutionary biolo- 
gists should analyse and objectively refute genderism, a university pseudoscience 
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that costs the German taxpayer many millions of euros every year, with the same 
seriousness as the related creationism.”»'** (Hadmut Danisch, 1.6.2015) 


Most critical information is not even published. By keeping it quiet, we don't 
even learn that the truth has been concealed. My arguments have been suppressed 
for 35 years; feminist campaigns make it more difficult for male losers every day. 
My books cannot help because they are also suppressed. Therefore, I do not gain 
status as an already-read author that would trigger female interest. So one 
oppression of male losers reinforces another. Meanwhile, the rejection is already 
8 minutes after submission: 
< Query Reply from Jess I 


Cr) Jess Regel <query@QueryManager.com> 


So, 14.11.2021 03:0( 


An: Sie 


Query Reply from 
Jess 


THE OPPRESSION OF MEN 


(This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail.) 


Dear Jan, 


Thank you for sending me your query for THE OPPRESSION OF MEN. 
Your project is not the right fit for my list, so | have decided to pass. Thank 
you for considering me, and | wish you the best of luck with your future 
queries. 


Sincerely, 
Jess 


< Query Received by Jess at Helm Literary 
53 Nachricht Ubersetzen in; Deutsch | Nie ibersetzen aus: Englisch 


jess B=: Helm Literary <query@QueryManager.com> 


So, 14.11.2021 02:52 


Thank you for querying 


Jess | Helm Literary 
Sent: «14.11.2021 02:52». Rejected: «14.11.2021 03:00» 


'S http://www.dewion24.de/?p=34187 
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In life, too, rejections follow in a flash, despite 2 weeks of boot camp. 


Radical feminist-influenced generations of women who have shaped Western 
media since the 1970s rigorously suppress any approach to critical thinking that 
could not arise in the first place. In particular, evidence of very real oppression of 
indigenous male losers, both scientific with exact methods of genetics, biology, 
as well as journalistic documentation of this oppression in life over decades, is 
scorned and dismissed by reflexively denigrating any hint that feminist women 
oppress men and not the other way around with the fighting phrase “misogynist”. 
This is stupid, silly, but it has been happening regularly since 1968. 


<__ Re: Neuheit: wissenschaftliche Beweise fiir Die Unterdriickung der Manner 


© Maurice 2 mola-agentur Il a 64 0° 


An: Sie Do, 18,08,2022 15:16 


Antwort beginnen mit: | Vielen Dank fiir Ihren Beitrag. | | Sie haben absolut Recht. | Mir fehlen die Worte. | > Feedback 


Hallo Jan Deichmohle, 
es ist schade und bedauerlich, dass Ihre Riickschltisse und Gedanken ggii. unserer Gesellschaft derart frauenfeindlich ausfallen. Denn mehr als offen gelebten Frauenhass 
konnte ich nicht entdecken. Diese abwertende und aggressive Position ist mit den Werten der MOLA nicht zu vereinbaren. Und damit stehen wir — Sie und ich — 


offensichtlich an sehr gegensatzlichen Enden des gesellschaftlichen Wertespektrums. 


GruB 
Maurice BI 


Maurice BEE 
MOLA Literatur Agentur 


On Thu, 18 Aug 2022 at 08:06, Jan Deichmohle <i 5 > wrote: 
Sehr geehrte Frau Ba, 


Zur Zeit von Galileo und Kepler war fast jeder davon tiberzeugt, da die Sonne jeden Tag die Erde umrundet, wie wir mit unseren eigenen Augen sehen kénnten. Wer 
widersprach, wurde als lacherlich angesehen, oder, schlimmer noch, verfolgt. Etwas ahnliches geschieht heute in Bezug auf beide Geschlechter Manner und Frauen, ihre 


«Thu, 18.8.2022 

Hello Jan Deichmohle, 

It is a pity and regrettable that your conclusions and thoughts towards our society 
are so misogynistic. For I could not discover more than openly lived hatred of 
women. This derogatory position is not compatible with the values of MOLA. 
And thus we — you and I — are obviously at very opposite ends of the social value 
spectrum. 

Greetings 

Maurice B. 

MOLA Literature Agency 

On Thu, 18 Aug 2022 at 08:06, Jan Deichmohle wrote: 

In the days of Galileo and Kepler, almost everyone was convinced that the sun 
orbits the earth every day, as we could see it with our own eyes. Those who ob- 
jected were considered ridiculous or, worse, were persecuted. Something similar 
is happening today with regard to the two sexes, men and women, their relation- 
ships and their powers.» 
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Mrs. B. did not understand much in her lightning rejection hours after sending it 
in. 

These are not ‘thoughts’, but are daily experienced and suffered oppression since 
1968, which has been scientifically proven. It is up to you, Mrs B., to finally stop 
your oppression of men, which is expressed in your unqualified insinuations and 
your rejection of the work, to stop your cruel and empathy-disturbed oppression. 
But you, Mrs. B., like feminists, are completely incapable of taking responsibility 
for your own actions or changing your oppressive behaviour. You are on the side 
of the most radical oppression and dictatorship of opinion in human history. If 
there is hatred in this matter, it is man-hatred on your part. I have not been able to 
discover any capacity for objective debate with factual arguments in you, any 
more than in other feminists. You have missed your profession, you have no place 
in the media or the literary scene, because you abuse your power to oppress. My 
books are about love for women, which is rejected by women who are dominant 
through sexual selection and completely lacking in empathy towards male losers, 
but not about hatred — your dishonourable insinuation is hard on the border of 
punishability, if this were still a constitutional state. In doing so, you engage in 
the usual feminist perpetratoresse-victim reversal. If it is in line with the ‘values 
of the MOLA’ to suppress male voices and, on top of that, to insult them, then the 
question arises whether the MOLA stands on the ground of the Constitution. 


Re: Query: The Oppression of Men 


@ VS&A Queries <queriesvsa@ [> a GH Pw 


An: Sie 


Thank you for considering me as a possible fit to represent your book. | have reviewed your query and, at this time, | do not believe that | am the right agent to represent your 
work. Please know that we are extremely selective, even with the materials we review. | do appreciate you thinking of us as an agency, however, and | encourage you to continue 
your search for an agent who is just the right fit for you. | wish you every success in your publishing endeavors. 


All my best, 


On Tue, Nov 8, 2022 at 12:07 AM Jan Deichmohle <deichmohle o> wrote: 


Dear iB ette, 


This book will change the way in which you see and live in the world. The voice that has been most silenced in human history is the voice of our own male losers. This book has a 
multi-level approach. Chapter A is scientific. Chapter C is a narrative non-fiction book about male losers. 


The book "The Oppression of Men" is a once-in-a-lifetime chance to discover a breakthrough concerning the strongest taboos of human life. It has the potential to become a 


sensation and media bias scandal. It gives you the opportunity to be the first to tackle a new approach supported by solid modern sciences like evolutionary biology and genetics. 
I'm not exaggerating. 


Sent «On Tue, Nov 8, 2022» after noon, rejected «Tue, Nov 8, 2022» 


More same day rejections. 


Stonesong Agents... Me Query to Kim Lindman: The Oppression of Men 

Stonesong Agents We have received your e-mail Re: Query to Kim Lindman: The Oppression of Men ®@ Newsletter 
«We have received your e-mail Re: Query to Kim L» (Stonesong, Nov 17 2022 
2:12 PM) 
«I'm not looking for fiction in the moment, so I'm going to pass.» (Kim L, Nov 
17 2022 4:00 PM) 
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Re: Query to Kim LIE The Oppression of Men 


__ Me_ P 11:35PM © () © GESENDET 
Re: Query to Kim LM: The Oppression of Men - "I'm not looking for fiction at the moment,.... «2 


SA Stonesong Agents <{§iiil@stonesong.com> Q § ©#7°O Pv 
P Do, 17 Nov 2022 4:00:29 PM +0100 » POSTEINGANG 

© An "deichmohle" <deichmohle@ 

Jan, 


Thank you for your query! While | appreciate the opportunity to consider your work, I'm not looking for 
fiction at the moment, so I'm going to pass. 


Sincerely, 


Kim 


Stonesong 


The Stonesong agency rejected the book “The Oppression of Men”, which is 
based on exact science, already on the same afternoon of the submission, with the 
absurd reason of not seeking fiction at the moment. This shows how the 
oppression of men works: By dismissing the very idea as absurd and fictitious, 
ignoring scientific evidence and withholding it from the public. This is exactly 
how men are oppressed — this nonsensical rejection is a typical means to that end. 
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Part F: Feminist Hatred 


Hatred can be traced as a driving force of all feminist waves. Victors rewrote hi- 


story and hatefully portrayed leading founders as shining lights in the struggle for 
a supposedly “just” and “morally self-evident” cause. 


This chapter begins with a collection of feminist hate from the 1990s that was 
part of the 1998 two-volume work Les Deux Sexes — The Two Sexes, which was 
never published by publishers. Some of the finds are sparsely annotated. The 
intention at the time was to prepare with a shock for the following analysis, 
which already elaborated structural explanations presented in this volume with 
more modern means. Originally, the structural approach was conceived in the 
early 1980s. 


Recent findings follow in the course of the chapter. Further chapters both docu- 
menting and analysing feminist hatred and censorship follow later in this book, 
and are included in all my non-fiction books, because there is too much evidence 
to publish in one volume. Much of the evidence of censorship and hatred has 
gone undocumented because neither in previous generations nor today — apart 
from a few upright people — has it been paid attention to, collected and archived. 
In the internet alone, many former pages have disappeared in the last decades, 
and with them many proofs. Only feminist tracts have been systematically 
written, taught and archived at state expense, especially in the “academic” field, 
which creates a completely skewed picture of reality. 


(Front page on the internet of the 1990s)'*° 


«ALL MEN MUST DIE» (Hate site of the 1990s on the internet -> Footnotes) 


The operator Kashka propagated a feminist “final solution”; it would be a mis- 
take to classify this as “humour”, as some feminists half-heartedly do, while they 
themselves or others seriously discuss similar proposals — or benevolently over- 
look their debate, such as a “reduction of men to no more than 10 percent of the 
population”. Moreover, such SCUM groups are formed far too seriously and fre- 
quently, there is nothing to do with humour in their agitation, but only systematic 
hatred and the attempt to find like-minded people who are drawn into closed and 


'86 in the 1990s: http://www.kfs.org/~kashka/ammd.html today: web.archiv.org 
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publicly invisible hate groups. I analysed the group dynamics of such a men's 
hate group during their debates on whether and how men can be killed or ex ter- 
minated using the transcript made by the hacker Agent Orange. (“Culture And 
The Sexes”, Appendix) There is no difference to the hatred of extreme neo-Nazis; 
with equal injustice, it could be claimed that militant and quite active neo-Nazi 
groups are only “humour” after all, and that we lack humour if we don't have a 
hearty laugh at their plans to exterminate other minorities, and preferably link 
straight away to the advertising pages where such organisations seek fellow 
combatants. This is exactly how prominent feminists act. 


Warning: 


In case you haven't realised it by now, these pages contain material some people might find offensive. I mean, this is the "All Men Must Die Page", what the fuck did you expect? 
Also, though these pages are fairly Lynx-friendly, they do contain quite a few large images. 
Just to make sure there are no unfortunate misunderstandings, I suggest you read my disclaimer before you go any further. 


Important Notice: Iam currently redoing the pages. Weird design disasters will undoubtedly occur while I'm at it. 


& AOE SK 
A later version of her “ALL MEN MUST DIE” page. 
«Disclaimer 
1. All views expressed on these pages are not neccessarily anybody else's but my 
own...» (Kashka) 
Disclaimer 


1. All views expressed on these pages are not neccessarily anybody else's but my own except those expressed in emails sent to me and form inputs. 
: 187 
«her solution to the men problem.» 


Such “all men must die” slogans were widespread in the 1990s and were re feren- 
ced by numerous established feminist domains. 


«It is also interesting at some feminists attempts at “humor” that one woman has 
put up an “All Men Must Die” page to vent her anger at men. This page is refe- 
renced by many if not most of the feminist web sites including the Andrea 
Dworkin Pages and those of the “Feminist Majority” etc. As such the page 
represents a political statement that is less than humorous and betrays a very 


'87  http://web.archive.org/web/19980703082103/http://www.kfs.org/~kashka/ 
afeatures.html 
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REAL agenda. Along with the now hidden “SCUM MANIFESTO” (Society for 
Cutting up Men). www.kfs.org/~kashka/aabout.html»'®* (a-team) 
Beg For it'!! 


This list has undergone a revamp. Feel free to recontribute 


Your Name: 


[ J ] 


Use this place to beg for mercy like the dog you are: 
1 


Email Address: 
(optional) 


«Use the form below to fill out an application form for a lower place on the 
Kashka Death List... Use this place to beg for mercy like the dog you are.»'® 


According to an eMail published by Kashka herself, her hate page documen- 
ted here was already a toned-down version and worse before men protested. 
You can imagine the original state by reading the following description: 


«‘Feminazis.” On the World Wide Web (Internet), there's a page called, “All 
Men Must DIE!” by a Kashka, address htp://www.kfs.org/!kashka/ammd.html. 
IT opens withe the picture of a (presumably) dead man lying in the road, 
bleeding. Below it are the words, “This is a dead man. You, too, could be dead. 
DIE NOW! Do it! Conform to the norm, and save me a lot of trouble.” Kashka 
claims she is compiling a “Kashka deathlist” which “will eventually include 
each and every man on this planet.” 

Even more cleverly (sarcasm here), there's a picture of a dog, as the enterance for 
her “Beg like a Dog” page, in which males are supposed to “try convincing me 
and my minions of doom you deserve to live for a while longer by begging.” She 
declares, “Make the best o fyour life while you still can, scum!” and other 
endearing thoughts. She also gives out a “Dick of hte WEek” Award (complete 
with the picture of a penis) to e-mail to her she doesn't like, advising readers 
(after she has given the person's name) to “Find and kill this person.” At the end 
of her Page, she declares, “Get a gun—Get a man” and “DIE MASCULINE 
SCUM!” On her home page (she has one), where she thoughtfully describes a bit 
about herself-she's a vegetarian, BTW, so she's only against male humans, not 
animals-Kashka ends by saying, “Peace, love, and death to all men!”’»'” 


'88 Still to be found in the archive: 
http://web.archive.org/web/20000407 1835 1 6/http://www.a-team.org:80/ 
feminist.html 

'8) http://web.archive.org/web/1999042805294 1 /http://www.kfs.org/~kashka/cgi- 
bin/comments.cgi 

190 http://web.archive.org/web/19971110024703/http://www.sorted.org/~kashka/ 
dotw2.3 
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Commentary is often superfluous; let the concentrated material sink in. Analysis 
follows later. 


«I'm for killing all men. We have alot in common. ... The SCUM Manifesto — The 
woman who took it further.»'?’ (Kashka) 


«It is no accident that in the ancient matriarchies men were castrated, sacrificially 
slaughtered, and excluded from public forms of power [absurd feminist fantasy 
(fanta-she)]; nor is it an accident that some Female Supremacists and Lesbian 
Separatists now believe men to be a distinct and inferior species or race... It is 
shamefully easy for us to enjoy our own fantasies of biological omnipotence 
while despising men for enjoying the reality of theirs. [absurd feminist fantasy] 
And it is dangerous--because genocide begins, however improbably, in the 
conviction that...»'” (Andrea Dworkin 1977, published several times in various 
publications, including: Letters from a War Zone, Heresies No. 6, Vol 2, No. 2, 
1978, © 1977, 1988, 1993 by Andrea Dworkin) [my comment] 


All the claims are grotesquely false and ideological. But the issue here is not 
their slanted propaganda that carries their argument, but the proof of feminist 
gender hatred as a political force from feminist sources. 


«In this propaganda, the victim is marked. In this propaganda, the victim is 
targeted. This propaganda is the glove that covers the fist in any reign of 
terror. This propaganda does not only sanction violence against the designated 
group; it incites it. This propaganda does not only threaten assault; it promises 
it»»'?? (Andrea Dworkin, loc.cit.) 


In fact, such propaganda is only used against men. Both biologically and in terms 
of civilisation, men are perceived more negatively, but women are protected and 
preferred. Such propaganda exists exclusively against men. Feminism has produ- 
ced previously unthinkable hatred. Dworkin herself spreads it: 


‘| http://web.archive.org/web/19980703082109/http://www.kfs.org/~kashka/ 
alinks.html 

in the 1990s at: http://www.igc.apc.org/Womensnet/dworkin/WarZoneChapt- 
IUD.html, now: http://www.nostatusquo.com/ACLU/dwor- 
kin/WarZoneChaptlIIID.html, https://www.feministes-radicales.org/wp-content/up- 
loads/2010/11/Andrea-D WORKIN-Letters-from-a-War-Zone-Writings-1988.pdf 
‘83 Andrea Dworkin, Letters From a War Zone, 

http://www.nostatusquo.com/ACLU/dworkin/WarZoneChaptI VA. html 
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«Only when manhood is dead — and it will perish when ravaged femininity no 
longer sustains it»'* (Andrea Dworkin) 


«The cultural institutions which embody and enforce those interlocked aberrati- 
ons — for instance, law, art, religion, nation-states, the family, tribe, or commune 
based on father-right — these institutions are real and they must be destroyed.» !”° 
(Andrea Dworkin, The Root Course) 


Even radical feminists describe hatred as a driving force: 


«Hisses. Women shouting at me: slut, bisexual, she fucks men. And before I had 
spoken, I had been trembling, more afraid to speak than I had ever been. And, in 
aroom of 200 sister lesbians, as angry as I have ever been. “Are you a bisexual?” 
some woman screamed over the pandemonium, the hisses and shouts merging in- 
to a raging noise. “I'm a Jew,” I answered; then, a pause, “and a lesbian, and a 
woman.” ... The event was a panel on “Lesbianism as a Personal Politic” that 
took place in New York City, Lesbian Pride Week 1977. A self-proclaimed lesbi- 
an separatist had spoken... articulated of late with increasing frequency in femi- 
nist circles: women and men are distinct species or races (the words are used in- 
terchangeably); men are biologically inferior to women; male violence is a biolo- 
gical inevitability; to eliminate it, one must eliminate the species/race itself 
(means stated on this particular evening: developing parthenogenesis as a viable 
reproductive reality); in eliminating the biologically inferior species/race Man, 
the new Ubermensch Womon (prophetically foreshadowed by the lesbian separa- 
tist * herself) will have the earthly dominion that is her true biological destiny. 
We are left to infer that the society of her creation will be good because she is 
good, biologically good. In the interim, incipient SuperWomon will not do any- 
thing to “encourage” women to “collaborate” with men... The audience applau- 
ded the passages on female superiority/male inferiority enthusiastically... 
In considering male intellectual and scientific argumentation in conjunction with 
male history, one is forced to conclude that men as a class are moral cretins.»!*° 


Statements of the following kind are often found and show that deliberate and 
real destruction of the family is a real intention and more than an abusive remark: 


94 Andrea Dworkin, 
https://www.feministes-radicales.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/Andrea- 
DWORKIN-Our-Blood-Prophesies-and-Discourses-on-Sexual-Politics-1976.pdf 

85 Andrea Dworkin, The Root Course, https://www.feministes-radicales.org/wp- 
content/uploads/2010/11/Andrea-DWORKIN-Our-Blood-Prophesies-and- 
Discourses-on-Sexual-Politics-1976.pdf 

196 Andrea Dworkin, 
http://www.nostatusquo.com/A CLU/dworkin/WarZoneChaptIID.html 
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«The nuclear family must be destroyed... Whatever its ultimate meaning, the 
break-up of families now is an objectively revolutionary process.»'”’ (Linda Gor- 
don) 


«the women's movement must concentrate on attacking this institution. Freedom 
for women cannot be won without the abolition of marriage.»'”* (Sheila Cronin, 
seinerzeit Leiterin von NOW) 


«The complete destruction of traditional marriage and the nuclear family is the 
revolutionary or utopian goal of feminism.»'” (Kate Millett, 1970) 


The ground is also being prepared for ethnic hatred: 


«Now how did the goddess make the Y mistake? Played the wrong card in the life 
game during a flicker of a loss of concentration? ... Or maybe the inferior, 
destructive XY version of homo sapiens sapiens should be encouraged to die out? 
Ummm!»”” ( Tuesday 2. Nov. 1999, 11:21:55 +1000 / From: Onnie Wilson) 


No one would dare to argue that while the monstrous crimes of the Nazis were 
evil, their ideology and other effects were not. It would be too obviously evil to 
argue so. Yet this is precisely the usual way of dealing with feminism and is used 
everywhere to turn a blind eye to dangerous feminist hatred and the destructive 
impact of their ideas. 


«Instead she walked calmly to the freezer and removed the testosterone reactive 
retrovirus. It only worked in the presence of the high levels of testosterone found 
in adult men... All she needed was a carrier» (Lili Pintea-Reed on Femini- 
sta.com, mentioned on the main page, 1990s) 


'°7 Linda Gordon, http://thoughtcatalog.com/jake-fillis/20 14/05/23-quotes-from-fe- 
minists-that-will-make-you-rethink-feminism/ 

'8 Sheila Cronin, the leader of the feminist organization NOW, http://thoughtcata- 
log.com/jake-fillis/20 1 4/05/23-quotes-from-feminists-that-will-make-you-rethink- 
feminism/ 

‘© Kate Millett, Sexual Politics (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1970), 35, http://- 
newsweekly.com.au/article.php?id=55 16 

200 Tn the 1990s: http://www.onelist.com/message/GSN/4360, today: 

https://patschef.wordpress.com/2011/08/ 

Lili Pintea-Reed, mentioned on feminista editorial page, 
http://web.archive.org/web/20001101060700/http://www.feminista.com/v1n8/ 
pinteareed.html 
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«The new ethnic cleansing 

Are we sliding toward a new techno feminist world order? 

by Carey Roberts 

Copyright © 1999 by Carey Roberts 

Recently, ultra-feminist Germaine Greer has been appearing on talk shows to 
peddle her latest tour de force, The Whole Woman. The book has received 
prominent critical review in such publications as The New Republic, The 
Washington Post and The Washington Times. So what’s the buzz all about? 

It centers on Greer’s no-holds barred denigration of the male sex. Greer describes 
men as “freaks of nature... 

Let's try an experiment. Instead of applying such demeaning labels to men, what 
if Germaine Greer had demonized Blacks, Jews, Poles, or Italians in this way? Or 
what if someone wrote a book that dwelled on the negative stereotypes of 
women? 

Inconceivable, you might say... It is now common to hear bright women with 
Ph.D.s claiming they can do just fine without a man, that men are dispensable. 
Feminist author Sally Miller Gearhart has taken this logic a step further. She now 
advocates the reduction of men to 10% of the total population, this number being 
necessary to maintain the diversity of the gene pool. 

It is shocking and repugnant that anyone would be advocating gender cleansing, a 
feminist Final Solution. But history proves that ignoring bigotry, in any guise, 
never makes it go away.» 


Where ethnic ‘cleansing’ and ‘superfluous’ people are concerned, everything 
involved in such views is evil. To try to separate ‘good’ from ‘bad’ under these 
circumstances, even though both have the same root and participate in making 
evil conceivable and possible, is wrong and unacceptable. That would be like 
approving of fascism and only finding the Holocaust ugly. Such a view shows 
that its representatives are themselves involved in the ideology of evil, at least 
unconsciously, and indirectly support it. 


Gynarchy International 


°° http://www.backlash.com/content/gender/1999/7-jul99/crob0799. html 
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Women's power with battle axe (*5) 


For decades, it has been deemed a foregone conclusion that texts such as SCUM 
must be observed by feminists but not otherwise, and that feminist ideology is to 
be promoted and glorified. It is considered unacceptable to pay attention to and 
criticise evil phenomena, as would be the case for far less reason if the object of 
hatred were a group other than (‘white heterosexual’) men. In contrast, ideologi- 
cal insinuations suffice for feminists as a ‘reason’ for hostility, good things are 
demonised because they do not conform to ideology. But even if such a torrent of 
hatred is ignored — why is such a tractate of hate more frequently on the net than 
any novel, while criticism is censored, prevented and hushed up by the “eternal 


ice of silent rejection, of complete lack of echo”’”’? 


203 Der Spiegel 47 / 1997, p. 104 about partial criticism of feminism that has already 
gone too far and is suppressed by total silence. 
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«Valerie Solanas' SCUM Manifesto is available at many different web sites.» 
(Documents from the Women's Liberation Movement, Special Collections 
Library, Duke University)” 


«SCUM will kill all men who are not in the Men's Auxiliary of SCUM. Men in 
the Men's Auxiliary are those men who are working diligently to eliminate 
themselves» (Valerie Solanas, SCUM, Society for Cutting Up Men) 


“All jokes and humour?’ Valerie Solanas shot down Andy Warhol, which was not 
her only attempt at assassinating men. 


«It is now technically feasible to reproduce without the aid of males (or, for that 
matter, females) and to produce only females. We must begin immediately to do 
so.»””> (SCUM, Society for Cutting Up Men) 


The inordinate spread of SCUM on the internet was striking. In the 1990s, the 
worldwide web was not yet a mass market. Most books could not be found at all, 
except through library queries. A book stored in more than one location on the 
internet already stood out. Before the days of market-dominating search engines, 
it took a lot of effort to find something. But this tract was found at no less than 72 
locations”” on the internet, 58 of them complete texts! That was incredible, I had 
not seen that with any other literary book at the time.Only sacred texts such as the 
Bible or the Koran are stored so frequently. And I had only used a few of the 
small search engines of the time. 


«The few remaining men can exist out their puny days dropped out on drugs or 
strutting around in drag ... or they can go off to the nearest friendly suicide 
center where they will be quietly, quickly, and painlessly gassed to death.» 
(SCUM, Society for Cutting Up Men) 


Because it is against (the hated ‘white heterosexual’, at worst even old and life- 
experienced) men, some want to portray it as funny. The same blockade that 
blinds feminist hatred from our consciousness makes us stubbornly ignore 
damage done and mental cruelty in everyday life, and likewise ignore, conceal, 
overlook counter-arguments.Moreover, empathy and love for men are damaged 
even more than they already were. 


°04  http://web.archive.org/web/20010608161419/http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/ 
wlm/ 

°° https://www.ccs.neu.edu/home/shivers/rants/scum.html 

26 Die damaligen Standorte hatte ich dokumentiert: 
http://www. gabnet.com/lit/deich3e.htm 
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Books of radical academic feminism also point to the centrality of the hate 
manual to theory. 


«‘Actuel’ No. 4 writes about the SCUM manifesto: “Men are malignant larvae, an 
unfortunate genetic accident that a political massacre should eradicate. The power 
of the female sex is at hand. The book imposes itself through its violence, its 
style, its logical delirium. The men pull off grinning, the women are thrown into 
confusion ... One can be as outraged as one likes against the madness, the fantasy, 
the insanity of the book.... This book has done more for the cause than the 
publications of all radical women, says the Bulletin Lilith.”» (Frangoise d'Eau- 
bonne, Feminism or Death, 1974, new edition Women's Offensive 1981, p. 130 — 
131) 


The feminist authoress herself wrote about it: 


«If he acknowledges that the SCUM manifesto is an extreme among extremes 
and yet something like the magic pole of Women's Lib, he may intend to 
compromise the whole movement with this dreamer of gendercide; nevertheless, 
this is an undeniable truth» (Francoise d'Eaubonne, Feminism or Death, 1974, 
new edition Women's Offensive 1981, p. 134) 


Others rate her book: 


«All in all, this is a feminist Mein Kampf.»”” 


The feminist, who was already active in the first half of the century, gives as her 
explanation: 


«Those who are surprised by the sudden flare-up of gender hatred in the USA 
forget that this development is absolutely not new. A few isolated voices pointed 
it out over twenty years ago. One of them clearly stated that women in America 
were “traumatised to the point of neurosis” by resentment against men. (This was 
at the time when Simone de Beauvoir had just published ‘The Other Sex’ and I 
was looking for source material for ‘Le Complexe de Diane’). (Frangoise d'Eau- 
bonne, Feminism or Death, 1974, new edition Women's Offensive 1981, p. 134) 


False accusations, lies and rage-inducing propaganda create resentment, indoctri- 
nate whole generations and throw them off track. Those who are so susceptible to 
the hysteria of feeling disadvantaged, repeated in many generations despite de- 
monstrable massive provilege, sowing hatred and radical destruction in ever new 
waves without reason, setting up dictatorships of opinion, thus driving the entire 


207 


www.liipublishing.com/scum.htm, Febr. 1999 
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society into the abyss, have, precisely because of such lack of stability, lack of 
objectivity and lack of consideration for others, inevitably raised doubts as to 
whether they can handle the areas entrusted to them in recent history without abu- 
sing them. Even if individuals do not abuse them, the danger of renewed mass 
abuse is too great not to be pointed out. 


Typically, none of my dictionaries found “Mannermord”, but they did find “Frau- 
enmord”. Likewise, they knew “femicide’’, but not “androcide”, although men ac- 
count for the vast majority of fatalities. Encyclopaedias are hostile to men! 


Inordinately often, the androcide manual is on the net: With only nine search 
engines, complete copies were found in 58 different places in the 1990s. [This 
was in an era before Google and major search engines existed.] Even more hits 
were found that time. Without funding, it could not be researched further. 


Among them were .edu domains: 
«published by the Matriarchy Study Group» (http://gos.sbc.edu/s/solanas.html) 
«All I have to say here is SCUM Manifesto” (duke.edu) 


«I am honoured to breathe new life into such a fine and rich manifesto. Enjoy!»*” 


(The Church of Euthanasia) 


208 http://www.duke.edu/~ych/herland. html 
°° www.emf.net/~estephen/manifesto/aum00110.html 
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Men as targets to shoot 


References to at least seven other complete issues of SCUM were entered but not 
accessible at the time of the search. At least another eight sites offered excerpts 
and citations.”!° 


The murder hate manual SCUM was on the net even more often. My list was 
compiled with only nine search engines, two of which knew of other hits. 
Systematic search would probably have yielded even more at that time. 


Furthermore, SCUM was sold as an English book in at least two main editions 
(CD “book find”), and is included in a third on the movie. In addition, there were 


710 darunter (Treffer in den 1990ern): 
http://www.members.xoom.com/femmefetale/scum.htm 
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other offprints (e.g. www.glhs.org, www.umsl.edu). It was a chapter of the influ- 
ential feminist handbook Sisterhood is Powerful. Mind you, this is the state of 
affairs in 1998. More recent reception, filming, performance in Swedish school 
theatre etc. are not even included. 


«Was “The S.C.U.M. Manifesto” your favorite chapter in Sisterhood is Power- 
fuby" 
Translations were also on sale. (German: VIB, French: FNB 2 entries) Other of 
the pages found advertised book editions of the Hate Manifesto. Among them: 

e Women's Policy & Women's Culture ... SCUM Manifest””” 

e //books.sisterhood.com/sisterhood/newAndFeatured/September96/ 


and many more ... 


https://groups.yahoo.com/neo/groups/aum/conversations/messages/10389 
Say 


©SCUM Manifesto has frequently been praised by academic and 
9g @mainstream® feminists and is often included in reading lists for 
women's studies courses® 
Favorite Readings in Feminist Thought ... SCUM Rhetorics of United 
1 States Feminisms ... SCUM University of Cincinnati - Center for 
Women's Studies - Readings (all in course reader) - SCUM SCUM is 


atch listed between €Feminist Art and €Women's International 
University €a feminist MUST - read ... SCUM@ @Introductory 
Iter Philosophy Readings ... SCUM Manifesto® @Feminist Political 


Philosophy - Course Materials - Webpages Related to this Course - The 
SCUM Manifesto - Illinois State University Fall 1999€ 1 would, if | 
could join an active SCUM society... think this book should => 
be incorporated in various courses and class discussions.@lt's there! 
oups (e-mail, www.amazon.com, book-customer-reviews) €Gender Politics - 
3. Solanas V. ... The SCUM Manifesto has frequently been praised by 
) ue academic and @mainstream@ feminists and is often included in reading 
lists for women's studies courses.€> Non-Fiction ... of probably the 
finest [?!] polemic in the world... Wonderful advocation of ... the 
destruction of the male sex.@ feminazi €Feminist Theory: A Reader ... 
S.C.U.M.@ Some feminist links: Feminist Majority ... S.C.U.M. Manifesto 
Feminist Utopia€ €Mo's Feminist Book List .. on feminism, women's studies, 
and sociology ... S.C.U.M.@ @High Speed Philosophies ... SCUM@ 


?rivacy 


=eedback 


Maw 


«SCUM Manifesto has frequently been praised by academic and ‘mainstream’ 
feminists and is often included in reading lists for women's studies courses" 


211 http://web.archive.org/web/19991010150544/https://www.artic.edu/~cynde/ 
riot.html 
*2  http://db.akpress.org/Catalog/Women'sPoliticsCulture4.cfm/ 
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«Favorite Readings in Feminist Thought ... SCUM»?" 
«Rhetorics of United States Feminisms ... SCUM»)!° 


«University of Cincinnati — Center for Women's Studies — Readings (all in course 
reader) — SCUM»)”'® 


«SCUM is listed between “Feminist Art” and “Women's International Universi- 
99.217 


ty» 


«SCUM Manifesto by Valerie Solanas. A feminist must-read.»'® 


«Introductory Philosophy Readings ... Other popular readings were, for radical 
feminism, Valerie Solanas' SCUM Manifesto»”” 


«Feminist Political Philosophy — Course Handouts — Webpages Related to this 
Course — The SCUM Manifesto — Illinois State University Spring 2000»*” 
(Fall 1999: ,,Course Material’’) 


«“T would, if I could join an active SCUM society... I think this book should be 
incorporated in various courses and class discussions.”»*! [SCUM had already 
been there for a long time in the 1990s, as the Internet at that time proved. ] 


Noteworthy is the wish for SCUM to be covered in courses and class discussions 
because she wants to join an active group. She wants to take the step from 
reading to active “work” in such a hate group. In doing so, it becomes clear what 


713 today a copy can be found here: http://gmwyb.blogspot.de/2005/02/scum-society- 
for-cutting-up-men-yes.html, 
https://groups.yahoo.com/neo/groups/aum/conversations/messages/10389 
http://web.archive.org/web/19991007020154/http://www.uga.edu/~wsp/ 
booklist.html 
http://web.archive.org/web/19991003082820/http://www.uiowa.edu/~c010152/ 
(http://web.archive.org/web/19990429 10301 2/http://ucaswww.mcm.uc.edu/ 
womens_studies/courses/feminist_theory.html) 
http://web.archive.org/web/19990429035004/http://www.pitt.edu/~atimko/ 
fem.html 
http://web.archive.org/web/19980210201614/http://bi.org/~bethany/ 
http://web.archive.org/web/19990429061826/http://www.cc.ukans.edu/~philos/ 
thepage/altintrds.html 
http://web.archive.org/web/20000520035804/http://www.cas.ilstu.edu:80/ 
philosophy/bailey/phi246 
(in the 1990s: 
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ts/book-customer-reviews/1873 176449) 
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this extreme pamphlet tempts one to do, and what it means that it is often recom- 
mended or treated as reading and, according to recent sources, is a classic in fe- 
1439 


minist courses, whether they call themselves “women's” studies, gender studies 
or otherwise. 


«Gender Politics — 3. Solanas V. ... The SCUM Manifesto has frequently been 
praised by academic and ‘mainstream’ feminists and is often included in reading 
lists for women's studies courses.» 


«Non-Fiction ... of probably the finest polemic in the world... Wonderful advoca- 
tion of ... the destruction of the male sex.»”” 


«Feminist Theory: A Reader ... Valerie Solanas, S.C.U.M. Manifesto (1967)»™* 
«Some feminist links: Feminist Majority .. S.C.U.M. Manifesto — Feminist 
Utopia»? 


The URL with students.ssu.edu is obviously aimed at college students. 


«Mo's Feminist Book List .. on feminism, women's studies, and sociology ... 
S.C.U.M.»””° 


«Schnellkurs Philosophie ... SCUM»””’ 


One thing is obvious: Philosophy no longer stands for wisdom and human love 
since it became feminist. 


«Interesting that a book that advocates the elimination of males is so highly 
praised by intellectual ladies and their supporters as well as being used as a text 
in 'wymins' studies courses.»*”* 


22 ttp://web.archive.org/web/19990203 180434/http://www.c-com.net/~rfabian/ 
men/politics.html 

223 http://web.archive.org/web/1999092200543 1 /http://www.akpress.com:80/ 
Catalog/Non-Fiction78.cfm/ 

24 http://web.archive.org/web/1999 100802471 7/http://www.mayfieldpub.com:80/ 
catalog/wstudies/01925.htm 

5 Ittp://web.archive.org/web/20000711065238/http://students.ssu.edu:80/~rli7560/ 
links.htm (incomplete backup, verifiable in the source code) 

26 http://web.archive.org/web/1999 1126095321 /http://www.geocities.com/ 
Wellesley/3716/fembooks.html 

227 «High Speed Philosophies ... SCUM» (1990er: 
http://www.xs4all.nl/~ponderav/real/hspf1 .htm) 


28 1990s: https://groups.yahoo.com/neo/groups/aum/conversations/messages/10389 
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Decades of daily propaganda and manipulation by an ideology that has been 
consistently false from its inception and assumptions have consequences. Now 
internet sites are publicly announcing that they are looking for and accepting 
members for SCUM societies: 


«anyone interested in becoming a member of SCUM, from the elite corps to the 
activist revolutionary, respond ASAP. We recruit new the 22nd of March. E-mail 
for direction. Its time for a revolution»””’ 


Another page had or referred to the same content.” 


«Females are the best and men are just plain lazy-ass scums who have no reason 
to live on this earth except to reproduce themselves and have themselves a good 
time with booze, whores and pubs. Females are the rulers of the sexes and men 
are just selfish assed pimps. SCUM forever! Valerie Solanos is my hero. Twiggy 
(hopefully member of SCUM???)»”*! 
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A further page had or referred to the same content 


«If anyone has information on how to become a member of SCUM or if there are 
any other groups like it in California or anywhere else for that matter, please e- 
mail me at”»”? 


This is the result of giving in to feminist ideology, demands, their propaganda and 
pseudo-science that spreads evil, deadly hatred and even passes it off as 
philosophy! This has come about with state support and funds! But much more 
important than such extremisms is the flood of daily subtle propaganda and 
manipulation. 


«“And thanks to ... for letting us print some of Valerie Solanas' SCUM (Society 
for Cutting up Men) Manifesto.”»* 


Her efforts to convince them obviously bore fruit even then: 


22! 


ocumented here in the 1990s: http://www.gabnet.com/lit/deadly2.htm 
°30  http://www.gabnet.com/lit/deadly3.htm 
Documented here in the 1990s: http://www.gabnet.com/lit/deadly4.htm 
Documented here in the 1990s: http://www.gabnet.com/lit/deadly5.htm 
Documented here in the 1990s: http://www. gabnet.com/lit/deadly6.htm 
http://web.archive.org/web/19991111013903/http://www.hotheadpaisan.com/ 
news/news98_4.htm 
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«Creative Email of the Month: “TI luv you and I hate guys (Yuk!) I thought it was 
wrong of me to hate them until I read your comic.”»”” 


Scientifically, it is objectively demonstrable that women have always been favou- 
red and are already so in our perception. Equally demonstrable is oppression of 
men, greater burden of duties, exclusion of many men through sexual (and social) 
selection, worse and more negative perceptions of men, most notably lower ran- 
king ones. The flat opposite of feminist assumptions and conclusions is true. 


After unleashing hatred, ideology and twisted misinterpretation of the world that 
feminist view has been demonstrable since its earliest beginnings, the “desire” for 
action grows: 


«I think you should stab their testicles with a ballpoint pen, draining them of 
their acidy, poisonous fluid.” Love, Hothead»”** [Response from the operator of 
the page. Love has been perverted into a femi-nazi orgy of hate. ] 


A big mistake was to ever initially give in to a hysterical ideology run amok, as 
feminism was and is at its core. Because that made it worse. The real cause is the 
destruction of sexual culture and thus their loss of ability to love the men of their 
own kind, which makes people dissatisfied. In a self-centred, egoistic short- 
circuit, feminists, whether radical or moderate, blame their dissatisfaction on an 
imaginary, freely invented “patriarchy”. By giving in to such ideology, they 
spread their unhappiness, their loss of culture, their misunderstanding of the basic 
facts of life and culture, as well as their lack of capacity to love the male sex — by 
no means only a man, but above all man and masculinity itself — throughout 
society. Giving in to the ideology of hatred meant entrenching hatred everywhere, 
even in bourgeois, even conservative circles. 


But the more feminist ideology shapes the world, the less livable the world is, the 
more uprooted children and young people become, and the more dissatisfied. 
Feminism creates the discontent on which this ideology feeds. Giving in has been 
the greatest possible stupidity and has led to whole generations now being distur- 
bed, who of course don't want to admit it but think they are “normal”, making it 
impossible to heal the damage and take back the errors once they have been ab - 
sorbed. 


35 http://web.archive.org/web/19991111013903/http://www.hotheadpaisan.com/ 
news/news98_4.htm 

36 http://web.archive.org/web/19991111013903/http://www.hotheadpaisan.com/ 
news/news98_4.htm 
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Feminist waves constantly bring up new, more “modern” variants of irrational fe- 
minist hatred. Currently I am documenting the state of the 1990s; we will come to 
the present afterwards. 


To break a hammer, she uses men. 
(was shown when selecting : "characters" -> "hothead" in the domain) 


If that was not enough, domains such as Gynarchy International offered 
murderous Amazon mysticism. This showed chained Mars symbols, affirmed 
history-falsifying mysticism and elevated it to a role model: «[She] ,,killed or 
enslaved all submit peoples' males”»*”’ 


Such hatred has not disappeared, but we have learned to look the other way 
increasingly and more effectively. I myself gave up documenting it in 2000 
because it was pointless to run against an insurmountable wall of icy silence and 
looking away. Since the chance to prevent a total takeover by the ideology and 
spread of their hatred had passed by unused, because no one had risen to do 


37 GynarchieInternational, in the 1990s: http://members.aol.com/gy- 
narchy/gynworld.htm 
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anything about it, more important questions came to the fore, such as a scientific 
analysis and justification of the destroyed culture, so that the knowledge would 
be preserved for future generations. Protesting after the hatred, aberrations and 
campaigns of an ideology would have been pointless. Otherwise there would be 
much more material to present here. 


Everyone looks the other way because “that's the way it should be” and no right 
could hold them accountable; law has been twisted into a tool to enforce their 
ideology. 


«References: 

- Man as a moral and logical impossibility and as the curse of the world, by 
Helene von Druskowitz 

- The Little Witch, by Otfried PreuBler 

- Manifesto of the Society for Cutting Up Men [SCUM]. 

- As early as 1905, Helene v. D. described the inferiority and baseness of the 
male sex as beautifully as never before or since. Helene, you speak from our 
soul! 

- [The Little Witch:] The protagonist also repeatedly performs actions that can 
serve as a model for amr members! The whip boot hit him so hard on the nose 
that blood shot out of his nostrils»”* 


For decades, or better generations, the media have been silent about massive 
feminist hatred, which has been a clear driving force of all feminist waves 
(among other equally perverse driving forces), due to innate skewed views 
reinforced by civilisation and indoctrination. Instead, all critics of feminism are 
defamed: hatred is sought from those who reject hatred, which is only on the 
feminist side. Since both men and women identify with feminist principles, they 
do not see the hatred where it is massive, instead they see it where it is not. 
Feminism twists all facts into their opposite. 


«,,Basically we have only one goal: to destroy (*) you! You and all of your 
inferior species!” We will take everything from you! Your pride, your power, 
your money... everything!»*” 


38 http://web.archive.org/web/19990430062129/http://www.triwdata.ch/public/ 
literatur.html 

3° http://web.archive.org/web/19990504171829/http://www.triwdata.ch/public/ 
text.html 
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hitps://www google .de/search ?as_q=hitp%3A%2F%2Fwww tiwdata.ch%2Fpublic%2hext himl&as_epq=&as_oq=&as_eq=&as_nlo=&as_nhi=&lr=! |e | 


Basically we have only one goal: to destroy (*) you! You and ... 
www.triwdata.ch/public/text.html - Diese Seite Ubersetzen 

Aufgrund der robots.txt dieser Website ist keine Beschreibung fiir dieses Ergebnis 
verfiigbar. Weitere Informationen 


I presented more material in the late 1990s on a page about feminism, sadism & 
murder mysticism.” 


«“can a girl emasculate the servant of another schoolgirl ?”»/’ Diese und an- 
dere Fragen zur ,,korrekten” Zerstérung des Mannlichen beantwortet die Wort- 
fiihrerin auf franzésisch.*” 


So far, we have looked at influential, serious and widely debated feminist hate 
documents, which to disguise as ‘humour’ would be just as unstated as to amu- 
singly appreciate fascist genocide plans as a funny joke, to cheer them, and to 
disseminate them en masse, to teach them at schools and universities, and to 
enjoy them in large format in the cinema and on television, to review them 
enthusiastically, of course, and to celebrate them as important milestones in 
literary history. Unthinkable? When it comes to men, that's exactly what happens. 
And the craziest thing is, almost no one bothers. 


But now let's look at what feminists mean by ‘humour’, what is actually used for 
laughs instead of as the basis of serious studies and debates like the material 
above. ‘Humour’? (In quotation marks — yet no humour is quoted). 


« 
e‘And what's the best sexual attitude for a Lesbians' Husband?” -“Self 
castration’... 

e“Do you know these extraordinary parachutes for men?” -“Yeah! These ones 


that only open at touchdown?” » 
So-called ‘lyric’, ‘poetry’: 


0 http://www.gabnet.com/lit/masohate.htm 


*41 in the 1990s: http://members.aol.com/gynarchy/aline/english.htm) 

in the 1990s: http://members.aol.com/gynarchy/aline/french.htm 

43 http://web.archive.org/web/19990222172002/http://perso.wanadoo.fr/ 
alain.bertrand/humour/humour.htm 

«“Do you know these extraordinary parachutes for men?” - “Yeah! These ones 
that only open at touchdown?» 

http://web.archive.org/web/19990222 172002/http://perso.wanadoo. fr/ 
alain.bertrand/humour/humour.htm 
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‘Poems’, mostly about the murdering, degrading and slandering of 
men: 
e “i want to kill you 

i'll slit your throat 

with my very sharp nail 

then i'll cut off your tongue 

and send it in the mail 

or maybe i'll castrate you first...” ** 


e “when i shoot this thing”””° 


51's RAINING MEA/ 
3 HALLEL UAHII 


> 


It raining men, hallelujah, step on them!! 


Men may be denigrated at will; even pamphlets calling for violence and hatred 
against men, up to and including mass murder, are permitted. In contrast, the 
slightest hint of irony or factual, justified counter-argument is pursued with 


45 http://web.archive.org/web/19990428122307/http://www.kfs.org/~kashka/ 
poems.html 

46 http://web.archive.org/web/19990428 122307/http://www.kfs.org/~kashka/ 
poems.html 
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“politically correct” censorship. Entire feminist books dealt with jokes that were 
denounced without humour. Feminist ‘humour’, however, does what real humour 
fought against by feminists did not. Humour, too, has been perverted by feminism 
into something vile that no longer has anything to do with humour. As usual, 
feminism twists everything into the opposite of the facts. 


‘Humour’ — A home page proudly quotes: 


«‘Maybe someone besides be will appreciate these, too. Especially you women 
and grrrls””*’ 
e“T've never met a man I couldn't kill -- Lydia Lunch” 
e“Sex is the cross on which women are crucified... Sex can only be adequately 
defined as universal rape. -- Hodee Edwards, ‘Rape defines Sex’” 
e“Can you imagine a world without men? ... Nicole Hollander (‘Sylvia’)” 
e“You can think of maleness as a type of birth defect.--Dr Stephen Watchel’”[!] 
“some feminist slogans:” 
e “Not all women are fools. Some are single.” 
e “So many men, so little ammunition.” 


e “The way to a man's heart is through his chest.” 


“SCUM will kill all men who are not in the Men's Auxiliary of SCUM. Men 
in the Men's Auxiliary are those men who are working diligently to eliminate 
themselves. --Valerie Solanas, The $.C.U.M.”»»8 


Quoted from a book that collects such things: 


«taken from Eve's Revenge: Saints, Sinners, and Stand-Up Sisters on the 
Ultimate Extinction of Men by Tama Starr, 1994”? 


The collected sayings obviously appeal: 


Had a hit with ‘Kill your boyfriend’. Feminist-core in the true spirit of 
L7.72°° 


47 in the 1990s: ftp://www.primenet.com/~crowe/quotes. html) 


In the 1990s: ftp://www.primenet.com/~crowe/quotes.html) 
in the 1990s: ftp://www.primenet.com/~crowe/quotes.html) 
*°0 Tn the 1990s: http://www.geocities.com/SunsetStrip/Alley/6083/c.html) 
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4) 
(*24) 


«You 
are 
the 


melting man / And as you melt 

You are beheaded / Handcuffed in lace, blood and sperm 
Swimming in poison / Gasping in the fragrance 

Sweat carves a screenplay / Of Discipline and Devotion 
(found on the Net)»”*! 


If it wasn't against men, no one would find such sayings or ‘poems’ funny or 
humorous. Replace ‘men’ with another group and it certainly won't pass for funny 
any more. Society would be alarmed and take strong action against it. 


«From ‘A Feminist Dictionary’, ed. Kramarae and Treichler 
...the male sex represents a degeneration and deformity of the female. 


*MAN: ... an absolete life form ... an ordinary creature who needs to be watched 
252 


«From Robin Morgan, editor, MS Magazine: ... “I feel that ‘man-hating’ is an 
honorable and viable political act” 

“T haven't the faintest notion what possible revolutionary role white hetero-sexual 
men could fulfill ... possibly not exist? No, I really don't mean that. Yes, I really 
do.” 


251 


1990s: http://homepage.iprolink.ch/~virtjack/Html_all/cross_references.htm, 
saved in http://www.gabnet.com/lit/cross_re.htm 
°52 Das Worterbuch wird wohl langlebiger sein als der zitierte Internetkommentar, 
http://web.archive.org/web/19990222094552/http://www.escape.com/~knechamk/ 
quotes.htm 
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Germaine Greer: “As far as I'm concerned, men are the product of a damaged 
gene. They pretend to be normal but what they're doing sitting there with benign 
smiles on their faces is they're manufacturing sperm... I mean, we women are 
more reasonable. We pop one follicle every 28 days, whereas they are producing 
400 million sperm for each ejaculation, most of which don't take place anywhere 
near an ovum. I don't know that the ecosphere can tolerate it.” (From a news 
report dated 14/11/91.) 

NB: The HTML GlitterGoddesses do not share the political views of the 
misogynist WebSterz who prepared the source pages. We glean our goodies from 
wherever we find them, and the stuff on this Site was just TOO sweet to pass 
up!!! Mama Thanx you, fellas! !!)7°° 


Stirring up the desire for violence and threats are the means and tactics of obdu- 
rate ideologues, in this case women ideologues. As usual, the opposite is true of 
the feminist insinuation: feminism builds up potentials for violence and hatred, 
whereas culture, nature and civilisation avoid such aberrations, pacify them and 
make such conflicts unthinkable. Nature, culture and civilisation allow the inter- 
ests of the sexes to harmonise and love to emerge. Feminism, through its mis gui- 
ded approaches, has created divergent interests, conflict potential, negative fee- 
lings such as hatred and a lack of unifying love. 


«Violence may be a tool and a tactic that feminists should use; certainly we 
ought to be putting some serious thought into it.»’* (Warrior Women of the 
Web) 


So-called ‘moderate’ feminism is an effective ideology that manipulates children, 
women and men, and is therefore more destructive than extremism. This is main- 
ly proving underlying hatred as a widespread driving force and mental back- 
ground; it is less about politically radical activities. 


Even if you do not interpret the above cynical quote as a threat of physical vio- 
lence, it does not make it any more harmless. What is important is to notice the 
daily damage that feminism causes in a sophisticated subliminal way. Feminist 
extremism discussing violence should not divert attention from the main pro- 
blem: the daily workings of ideology, indoctrination, negative forces, unkindness, 
reality at the level of mind, thought and knowledge: a once broad majority and 
the foundations of culture have ceased to exist in our minds, could not be passed 
on to future generations. An immeasurable treasure of feelings, relationships, un- 


°53 http://web.archive.org/web/1999 1009002246/http://www.pinn.net/~kostya/GP/ 
Ww?2.htm 

254 http://web.archive.org/web/19991012044137/http://www.geocities.com/ 
Wellesley/1436/war-ded.html 
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written knowledge and responsibility for each other has been lost, our cultural 
and spiritual heritage destroyed. Foundations of culture, balance and relationships 
between people and sexes have been deliberately erased by feminists. The follo- 
wing is happening in the mind, spirit and culture: 


«And one last great myth: “Violence never solves anything.” 

In the grand philosophical sense those words may ring true. Violence is like mo- 
ney: it can't make you happy, save your soul, make you a better person--but it cer- 
tainly can solve things. When the winners exterminate the losers, historical 
conflicts are permanently solved.»** (Warrior Women of the Web) 


Even if they do not consider using physical violence, this describes how 
feminist ideology wins arguments: by manipulating people so rigorously that 
undesirable opinions and cultures disappear until they are forgotten. Once 
cultures and opinions are erased, they can be smeared to an absurd degree 
because no one is left to protest against them and prove the accusations false. 
Of course, conflicts are not resolved in this way; instead, serious problems are 
created and become unsolvable. People, knowledge and cultures that could 
solve those problems have irretrievably disappeared and been forgotten. 
Hatred, defamation and the idea of violence have then sufficed to spread the 
seeds of disaster and let them sprout, so that the question of whether violence 
has also been used recedes into the background: the catastrophe occurs one 
way or another when such an ideology comes to power and shapes society 
with its erroneous ideas. 


«In my view, those of us who are women inside this system of reality will 
never be free until the delusion of sexual polarity is destroyed and until the 
system of reality based on it is eradicated entirely from human society and 
from human memory. This is the notion of cultural transformation at the heart 
of feminism.»**° (Andrea Dworkin, The Root Cause: Our Blood: Prophecies 
and Discourses On Sexual Politics) 


It is precisely this destruction of the knowledge and heritage of humanity, of the 
human universal culture, a driving force of human evolution for seven million 
years, when we separated from the common ancestral tree of the apes, the basis 
of all cultured and civilised life in general, that is the greatest disaster of 


55 http://web.archive.org/web/19991012044137/http://www.geocities.com/ 
Wellesley/1436/war-ded.html 

«lAndrea Dworkin, The Root Cause: Our Blood: Prophecies and Discourses On 
Sexual Politics, 1990er: http://www.igc.apc.org/Womensnet/dworkin/OurBlood- 
IVAhtml) 
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feminism. Human culture is based on the complementarity and division of tasks 
of both sexes, from which a relationship of exchange and community emerge. 
The core of feminism is to completely destroy precisely that binary structure on 
which human culture is based, without which female capacity for love, empathy 
for men” and even more so for male losers cannot mature. Feminism is a mental 
mutilation that renders empathy impaired and prone to political hysteria or mass 
psychosis. 

My main concern is, after the downfall and destruction of the last remnants of 
culture, to save at least the knowledge of them and how they functioned and to 
preserve it for humanity, which otherwise could never free itself from the 
nightmare of this greatest spiritual catastrophe in history. 


°°7 (of their own group, so for us 'white heterosexual men’, or more precisely: “white 
heterosexual male losers”). 
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«Useless, Useless Men!, Terry Ward 

“Men”, declares columnist Rosie DiManno in the Toronto Star, “are from another 
planet, sent here by spaceships to copulate with female earthlings and propagate 
the species—a task for which science has rendered them all but redundant. We 
need keep only a handful of donors on a sperm farm for that purpose, where they 
can subsist on pizza and beer and Playboy magazine ...”»”** (Columnist Rosie Di- 
Manno, Toronto Star, Alberta Report, 11. Januar 1999, page 31) 


88 http://web.archive.org/web/19991103061144/http://www.he.net/~menmedia/ 
online/1/280.htm 
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«Whatever they may be in public life, whatever their relations with men, in their 
relations with women, all men are rapists and that's all they are.»*? (Marilyn 
French) 


«The institution of sexual intercourse is anti-feminist.»*” (Ti-Grace Atkinson) 


What this means for male losers and incels who painstakingly and timidly try to 
learn to flirt successfully in order not to be rejected by the innate female 
dictatorship of choice called sexual selection, when the girls are also pumped full 
of feminism and sex confusion, nobody in the empathy-disordered society can 
imagine. 


Feminist hatred of men also presents itself as a sexual and psychological aberrati- 
on and the result of a view so blinded by hatred and prejudice that only bad can 
come of it: a harmful ideology with no “useful” or “good” side effect whatsoever. 


«MEN ARE 

VAIN - STUPID - BIGHEADED - 
UNKEMPT - INCAPABLE - CONCEITED - 
KNOW-IT-ALL 

UGLY - HAIRY - ANIMALISTIC 
UNSHAVEN - SWEATY - LAZY 
SUFFERING - INFLEXIBLE 
INSENSITIVE - QUARRELSOME 
EGOISTIC - ANTISOCIAL - AGGRESSIVE 
AND COMPLETELY SUPERFLUOUS» 
(Postcard from series, seen in Frankfurt / Main, 7.5.1999)» 


«Anti-male bias increasingly pervades our culture 

John Leo, July 25, 2000 

One ad featured a “Thelma and Louise” greeting card, pasted into the magazines, 
that said on the front: “Men are always whining about how we are suffocating 
them.” The punch line inside the card was this: “Personally, I think if you can 
hear them whining, you’re not pressing hard enough”»”*! (John Leo) 


°59 Marilyn French, The Women's Room, 1977, 
https://www.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/acref/9780191866692.001.0001/ 
q-oro-ed6-00004604 

°60 Ti-Grace Atkinson, https://womenagainstfeminismuk. word- 

press.com/2015/04/2 1/why-to-be-a-woman-against-feminism-learning-and- 
reading-about-feminism/ 

' https://johnleo.com/2000/07/25/anti-male-bias-increasingly-pervades-our-culture/ 
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«It is a “paean to transformative violence ... An explicit fascist theme,” writes 
social commentator John Leo»”” 


«Men are pigs!» (Postcard from series, showing 10 women in a row, 7.5.1999) 


«Hallmark Cards’ Shoebox Division. (Sample: “Men are scum... Excuse me. For 
a second there I was feeling generous.”)»*®” (Hallmark Cards, cited after John 
Leo) 


Women should not be sure that feminist hatred cannot affect them. In fact, some 
feminists classify women who love men and do not think and live feminist as 
more dangerous enemies than men. (see quote from Hedwig Dohm) 


20 http://content.time.com/time/subscriber/article/0,33009,973234,00.html 
°6  https://johnleo.com/2000/07/25/anti-male-bias-increasingly-pervades-our-culture/ 
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The above were extreme examples from the 1990s. Even more noteworthy is the 
flood of subtle daily propaganda. 


«The problem here is not at all that a child has a weapon in his hand — but that the 
child is male. Deutschlandradio KULTUR explains this. ... 

Goldberg impressively proves the assertion that all the acts mentioned were 
committed by men, precisely because that is how he imagines them. The fact that 
this says much more about the author than about the situations he sketches is, of 
course, of secondary importance in view of the male violence that is disturbingly 
brought out in this way. ... 

However, the publisher and other victims were all male.» 
lich-rechtliche-volksverhetzung) 


264 (man-tau, offent- 


*64 http://man-tau.com/2015/11/24/offentlich-rechtliche-volksverhetzung/ 
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Feminist tradition is violence against dissenters, which has existed in all waves. 
Even Winston Churchill was physically attacked by a feminist and almost fell 
under a moving train*® — for no personal reason, but because he was a man and 
well-known. Riots against Catholics seem to be an annual public performance of 
feminist intolerance. 


«Feminists more violent against Christians this year in Argentina 

October 15, 2015 By A Voice for Men News 

Mar del Plata, Argentina 

This year's feminists ,,.Women's march” in Argentina was more violent than that of 
last year's, as a video posted on Youtube today shows. One yea ago, this video 
showed the violent protest by feminists who tried to break into the Cathedral. 
Catholics, almost all men, were hit, cursed, spat on and had paint sprayed in their 
eyes, as last year's video shows. 

This year, the crowd seems to be much bigger at the Cathedral of Mar del Plata. The 
feminists physically attacked the Catholics and threw garbage on them. Flowers on 
the stairs were ripped off and also thrown on the Catholics. They also assaulted the 
police, which this year gave some protection to the Argentinian Catholics. 

The violence and danger seemed to increase until a small group of riot control police 
officers appeared.» 


Hate ideology is fattened by the state. The following is just one post; an entire 
website made up job offers in the field of gender ideology at one institution, as 
there are many: 


«The scholarship is intended to create an incentive to carry out master's theses in 
the subject areas of gender and / or diversity with BOKU-relevant content.» 
(scholarships.at) 


Anyone who needs third-party funding or subsidies — which is true for almost 
everyone these days — must be ideologically involved. Those who do not risk job, 
ostracism, reputation, future and professional existence. This is how an ideology 
is imposed. 


265 «he was almost pushed under a train by an angry suffragette in 1909» 


(http://www.keithhunt.com/Chur7.html) 

26° http://web.archive.org/web/20170130100256/http://avoiceformen.com/allnews/ 
feminists-more-violent-against-christians-this-years-in-argentina/ 

°67 2021 it’s still the same as in 2015: 
https://boku.ac.at/fileadmin/data/H02000/H29300/Dirmhirn_ Stipendium_2021/ 
Vergabe-Richtlinien-2021 .pdf 
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But gendering alone does not secure the future. It better not be counter-gendered 
in a feminist way. Then feminists threaten and interfere. 


«28.11. | DISRUPT THE ANTI-FEMINIST “GENDER CONGRESS”! 

24 November 2015 in General ... 

So come to Projekt 31 (An den Rampen 31, 90443 Nuremberg) on 26.11. at 6pm 
to exchange ideas and plan actions together against this anti-feminist congress! 
Here is the call of the Feminism AG of the Interventionist Left Nuremberg: 

Men's rights activists and anti-feminist rollback. 

According to the organisers, the aim of the congress is to organise an exchange 
between organisations working with women, mothers and girls and those working 
with men, fathers and boys.»*® (aufdersuche.blogsport) 


The ANTIFA groups that recently carried out arson attacks against several gender 
critics are strongly feminist-oriented. (Critical men are even less allowed to have 
their say on such issues in this society, that would be too normal and unfeminist). 


«NEXT DATES 

28 November 2015: ... 

Workshop: GO FUCK YOURSELF - DIY SEXTOYS & GENDER BENDING 
DEVICES (15:00) 

3 December 2015: 

Antifa-Café: Gender Trouble in the Occident? (19:00) 
(QUEER) FEMINIST GROUPS (NATIONAL) 
trans*genic f_antifa 

F*antifa Bremen 

Antifascist Women's Block Leipzig 

Rosa Antifa Vienna 

fantifa . frankfurt 

Petra Pan Project 

f.a.q. Infoladen 

Lisa:2 Marburg 

e*vibes (Dresden) 

AG Queer Studies Hamburg 

autotrans* & w.i.r. 

Defma support group 

Autonomous Women'sLesbian Department, University of Cologne 
Autonomous Feminist Collective Hanover 


Autonomous Gay-Trans*-Queer-Referat JLU Giessen»*” 


(feministsubversion) 


268 http://web.archive.org/web/20191218222656/http://aufdersuche.blogsport.de/ 
2015/11/24/28-11-den-antifeministischen-genderkongress-stoeren/ 


340 


Dogs are welcome to cuddle, but men alas have to stay outside. 


«Workshop (flt*i only) on 28.11. from 3 to 7 pm ... 

We are a queerfeminist, autonomous F*antifa group from Munich. ... 

It addresses itself to TRANS*-INTER*-LES[BIJAN-FEMINIST, this concept 
does not include cis-male identities. [This addresses itself to Transvestite*- 
Intersexual*-Les[Bi]an Feminist. The concept does not include heterosexual 
male identities].»°” (feministsubversion) 


Violence threatens any dissenter from feminist (or generally “politically correct’) 
views: 


«Attack on Leipzig flat of Justice Minister Gemkow 

A “crazed” attack on the rule of law 

Someone once again crossed all the boundaries of democratic coexistence the 
night after the latest Legida demonstration in Leipzig on 23 November. The 
Leipzig flat of Saxon Justice Minister Sebastian Gemkow in Leipzig was attacked 
with butyric acid during the night. A group of unknown perpetrators first threw 
paving stones through window panes of the flat. 

They then attacked the flat with butyric acid.... 

“Although the red line with dozens of attacks on MPs' offices in the past months 
and verbal attacks against politicians up to threats has long been crossed, the 
attack on Minister of State Gemkow is a new quality,” states Christian Hartmann, 
spokesperson on domestic policy of the CDU state parliamentary group. “Now 
extremists are targeting private residences, not only causing damage to public 
officials and elected representatives, but now also to their families.”»*’! (1-iz.de) 


Established politicians are not aware that critics of feminism have lived with 
personal threats, defamation and physical attacks for generations. Our conscious- 
ness represses or justifies this. Only when this development has progressed to the 
point where even people who are not critics of feminism are hit, does the public 
begin to take notice. Verbal attacks to silence critics of feminism have been a 
constant feminist tool for many decades. It's just that the public has never been 
interested. 


«Antifa is looting and threatening murder 


2°  http://feministsubversion.blogsport.eu/2015/11/24/workshop-go-fuck-yourself- 
diy-sextoys-gender-bending-devices/ 

27 http://feministsubversion.blogsport.eu/2015/11/24/workshop-go-fuck-yourself- 
diy-sextoys-gender-bending-devices/ 

27! https://www.I-iz.de/politik/sachsen/2015/11/ein-durchgeknallter-angriff-auf-den- 
rechtsstaat-116942#comments-beginn 
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20 November 2015 - 20:40 

(Vera Lengsfeld) 

Helldeutschland's storm troopers against the right are becoming more active by 
the day. In true Furor Teutonicus, the taxpayer-funded squad not only presumes to 
determine who may demonstrate or mourn where, no, it proclaims and executes 
punishments if one dares to disobey its dictates. After the shameful riot in front of 
the French Embassy in Berlin was more embarrassing than successful for the 
activists, our brave fighters against the right have once again resorted to setting 
things on fire. The car of a Bargida participant was finally torched after the first 
attempt failed a fortnight ago. 


Because it is not enough to have done a good deed, the great-grandchildren of the 
original storm troopers, who are copying their grandfathers ever more successful- 
ly, also had to celebrate themselves. “Yesterday was already New Year's Eve at 
Bargida,” wrote “a left-wing radical group with emancipatory aspirations”, 
which, according to its own information, has existed in Berlin since 2010 and 
wants to “make other conditions possible”. Well, if that's not a goal that makes 
Antifa hearts beat faster and their surroundings literally catch fire! We've already 
had all that in Germany and never wanted it again. 

Of course, the police can't find the arsonists, even the hate mongers of Justice 
Minister Maas on the internet are studiously avoiding left-wing radical sites ... 


In Thuringia, an “RAF 4.0” has formed, which in a letter to the public prosecu- 
tor's office announced murders of ten judges, ten public prosecutors, ten police 
officers and ten politicians, as well as the president of the Gera district court. As a 
result, unspecified “security measures” were intensified, but politicians and opini- 
on leaders cannot bring themselves to classify left-wing radicalism as the threat it 
poses to us all. 

The original RAF still had to rob banks to get the money they needed for their 
actions. Is the RAF 4.0 already filling out funding applications to get state money 
from the 43-million-pot for the “fight against the right’?»’” (okzident.net) 


Feminism lies much further outside the threshold of perception as a source of 
violence and danger — powerful processes of repression prevent this. Other eras 
and states may have recognised left-wing radicalism as a danger, but no one took 
feminist threats seriously, anywhere. 


Feminism has several times challenged the state order, wanted to overthrow it or 
turned it inside out, turned liberal orders into a dictatorship of “political correct- 
ness” constraints. Nevertheless, female feminists are naturally and reflexively 
perceived as in need of protection and representatives of something “good”. 


2 http://www.okzident.net/?q=aggregator/sources/2 
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As demonstrated above, the networking of feminists and Antifa is close; explicit- 
ly feminist Antifa groups carry the campaigns against critics of feminism or gen- 
der ideology. 


«A reader just pointed me to this article by Roland Tichy. According to it, the 
author in question, Ronja von Rénne, gave up after the death threats and disconti- 
nued her blog.»””? (Hadmut Danisch, 1.6.2015) 


Death threats were systematically used against critics of feminism. Erin Pizzey 
and several others mentioned in previous volumes, Esther Vilar ... Those who 
have rank and name among critics of feminism have often also been threatened 
with murder. 


«Yes, four young women beat me up in the toilet of the Munich State Library. 
That was no laughing matter. I was spat at, I received constant death threats, my 
house in Munich was painted with skulls and the like. I left Germany from one 
day to the next, I had a small son, I couldn't stay any longer.”»*” (Esther Vilar) 


For death threats or beatings, it was enough then, as now, to advocate a more mo- 
derate feminism, not to focus on hatred of men. A non-feminist position was and 
is completely unthinkable. Reflexively, anyone who refutes the ideology as a 
whole is so angrily and gleefully insulted as “retrograde” that they don't even get 
a chance to speak, their arguments are not even heard or examined. Any real 
criticism is dismissed in advance in ignorance. This is why cultivated, sensible 
girls and boys cannot grow up, because they are taught from an early age how 
disgraceful such thinking, feeling and behaviour is. With furious hatred, the mob 
pounces on anyone who touches such central issues in order to morally destroy 
them. They are only looking for a pretext to tear down. They have no arguments 
and do not want to debate. Their only aim is to defame natural culture as 
“medieval” and “evil” in every way, “misogynistic” and so on. This trampling 
down of any counter-opinion — of the once silent majority — was so perfect that 
not even such action could be documented until it was too late, the once broad 
majority had been trampled down completely. 


It is only when minority feminists get upset about gender ideology today that 
criticism is noticed at all. As decent as it is to speak out against today's radical 
and extremely hateful majority feminism, such gender-critical positions of 


°33 Ittps://www.danisch.de/blog/2015/05/30/wehe-dem-und-wehe-der-die-sich- 
erdreisten-gender-zu-kritisieren/ 

2 http://cuncti.net/geschlechterdebatte/5 1 2-zerstoerte-chancen-esther-vilar- 
begegnet-den-wundern-im-alice-land 
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feminist dissidents may be represented nicely and hate-free on a personal levy 
decent and no longer intend to hate men. Therefore, the system-immanent 
hatredel, they remain within the feminist worldviewl, women-centred and affirm 
its foundations, which also sprang from false assumptions of an earlier man- 
hating feminist generation. Errors and hatred of men are the reason for the 
existence of such positions, even if today, generations later, the immanent hatred 
of men and the error of such phrases, which are generally rattled off like a prayer 
wheel, are no longer visible to us, and the people representing them today are 
personall of men of feminist assumptions, concepts, ideas and all the results 
achieved with them escapes our gaze. 


Such gender-critical minority feminists then complain about mechanisms of op- 
pression that others have experienced much worse, harder and longer than they 
have. Even among critics of feminism, women enjoy a privileged role, whereas 
the most disadvantaged, men and people who refute feminism as a whole, along 
with their much stronger oppression, are not perceived — except as “ridiculous fi- 


99 66 


gures” and as supposed “oppressors”, “perpetrators”, etc. 


It is striking to what extent men were no longer able to express themselves pub- 
licly at all. It is only because the oppression of critical men is even more radical 
than that of female critics of feminism that the victims of this feminist terror are 
often women. Otherwise, men would suffer even worse treatment. In the mean- 
time (2015), it is true that more is beginning to be said about men and more men 
are also having their say again, but only because the total suppression of the past 
has been so successful that feminism-free thinking has been so thoroughly tramp- 
led on, suppressed and eradicated that “there is no longer any danger” to the fe- 
minist dictatorship of attitudes. Because the appeal of feminism to young women 
is noticeably diminishing despite massive state propaganda, the holders of dicta- 
torial monopoly of power in matters of sexes, the established feminists, are trying 
to release the excess pressure through a kind of safety valve, and at the same time 
capture naive ones as allies. 


Since even “men's studies” was firmly founded on the ground of feminist ideolo- 
gy and assumptions, as evidenced in this book, and likewise the tiny “men's 
movement” predominantly tries to include men in the feminist upheaval as well, 
there are enough naive people who are to be captured by the feminists as “allies” 
in order to put their ideology and monopoly of power on an even broader basis 
and thus save them. 


The putting down of dissenters and all the oppression and anger of the last deca- 
des and generations “shall not be in vain” — they want to fix their ideology in the 
outcome for all times. Since whole generations have fallen for them, including 
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men, they succeed in defaming nature and culture in such a way that both no lon- 
ger have any representatives and are no longer understood. The violence docu- 
mented here is only the tip of the iceberg, a tiny visible layer of much deeper and 
more serious oppression on a subtler level. 


«And the result of this tweet by the Tagesschau feminist was that a death threat 
against the feminism-critical author was allegedly spread by an anonymous 
organisation called ANK Frankfurt.»*” (Hadmut Danisch, 1.6.2015) 


It does not take a political position inconvenient to feminists (and political forces 
close to them) to be threatened with murder; a church position is now enough. 


«Threats of violence against representatives of conservative and church positions, 
including Catholic bloggers — is this now part of our German Leitkultur? ... 

No chains of lights, no declarations of solidarity by high-ranking politicians, 
rather an embarrassed silence up to more or less undisguised understanding ... At 
the latest since the threats against fellow blogger Josef Bordat, who actually 
belongs to the moderate conservatives of the guild, it is clear that anyone can be 
affected.»”° (freiewelt.net) 


This autumn is an autumn of death threats. 


«An employee of the AfD member of the state parliament Dr Rainer von Raem- 
donck was threatened with murder by two unknown persons in front of the office 
of the MP in the city centre of Perleberg on Tuesday afternoon. A young man and 
a young woman had repeatedly accosted and insulted the employee in front of the 
AfD citizens' office in Wittenbergerstrafe and even finally threatened to “stab” 
him in the open street. The employee filed a complaint for threats and insults. 
Unknown persons had already filled the office's letterbox with dog excrement du- 
ring the night.»””’ (polifakt) 


A clear motivation of attacks and death threats is hatred of anyone who criticises 
gender ideology. 


«Steeb complains that “in the current discussion about the ideology of genderism 
and the completely undefined sexual diversity, the violence of those who 


°7  Ittps:/Awww.danisch.de/blog/2015/05/30/wehe-dem-und-wehe-der-die-sich- 
erdreisten-gender-zu-kritisieren/ 

276 http://www. freiewelt.net/blog/radikalismus-warum-sich-dieser-blog-nicht-aen- 
dern-wird-10064264/#comment-form 

277 http://web.archive.org/web/20151201173735/http://www.polifakt.de/politische- 
kultur-in-deutschland-2015-wir-stechen-dich-ab/ 
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obviously do not want to or cannot tolerate a conservative view is increasing.” 
For this reason, it is necessary to take more decisive action against all forms of 
violence, including threats of violence, than has been the case so far. Referring to 
the play ‘Fear’, in which Hedwig von Beverfoerde, Gabriele Kuby, Birgit Kelle 
and others are portrayed as right-wing extremist hate preachers who should be 
“shot directly in the brain”, Steeb said: "Even a call for violence in the theatre 
must not be accepted, otherwise we will lead the rule of law ad absurdum."»*” 


For a long time now, the rule of law has been reduced to absurdity in the face of 
feminism. State-supported theatre “art” incites hatred and calls for murder. It can 
hardly be a coincidence that a few days after the premiere, the series of arson at- 
tacks began and death threats became more frequent than before: 


«The message, which is repeated several times in the play, is: you can't talk to 
zombies, you can only get rid of them.Literally: “The zombie only dies if you 
shoot it directly in the brain and wipe out its brain”. ... 

There are several references to images by Beverfoerde, Kuby, Storch and Kelle of 
“making them go away”, “putting them in the ground”. In Helldeutschland there 
is no longer discussion, but attack and clean up. In the Helldeutsch furore, one 
man should not be missing for the current occasion. ... 

Shortly after the premiere, Beatrix von Storch's car burnt down and attacks were 
made on AFD offices. This was followed yesterday by an arson attack on the pre- 
mises of Hedwig Beverfoerde's husband.»*” 


Defamation of critics, calls for violence and public address details incite the mob, 
which then promptly takes (violent) action. The state looks on idly because it is 
fundamentally feminist and therefore biased. The state no longer does justice to 
its task of protecting the last remnants of lost freedom. Not only does the state 
look idly on as calls for violence against critics of gender and feminism are 
spread, but it pays, subsidises, promotes, quotas, favours such forces at all levels 
instead of keeping them away from the power and teaching they abuse. 


«Conservative women who have made a name for themselves in the public eye, 
such as Hedwig von Bevertfoerde, Birgit Kelle and Beatrix von Storch, are 
particularly hard-hit. They are placed in a row with the suspected terrorist Beate 
Zschape and the mass murderer Adners Breivik.... 

Their names are shouted accusingly into the audience like those of female 
criminals. Even a home address was revealed to the inclined audience ... In the 


°78  https://demofueralle. wordpress.com/2015/11/05/generalsekretaer-der- 
evangelischen-allianz-verurteilt-brandanschlag-auf-dfa/ 

°79  hhttps://demofueralle.wordpress.com/2015/11/05/helldeutsche-wirklichkeit-hass- 
hetze-brand-ein-beitrag-von-vera-lengsfeld/#more-645 | 
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night after the premiere on 25 October, the private car of AfD politician Beatrix 
von Storch was set on fire in a side street in Mitte. Left-wing extremists had 
called for it on an illegal internet platform and named the address where the car 
could be found. Five days later, on the night of 1 November, a company building 
in Magdeburg went up in flames. This building serves as the postal address for 
the “Demo for All” ... 

Beatrix von Storch is an MEP in Brussels and a conservative publicist. Finally, 
Birgit Kelle advocates a “new feminism beyond gender mainstreaming and 
quotas’’.»”®° (Gunnar Schupelius) 


If attacks are already being made on women for advocating “another feminism’, 
then it is even more dangerous and oppressed by even stronger taboos to reject 
and refute feminism as a whole, not just some currents within the ideology. For 
150 years, the world has been sickened by one feminist wave after another! We 
don't need a “new feminism’, but a fundamental overcoming of feminist ideolo- 
gy! 


Since women are allowed to express themselves critically much more than men, a 
man who says the same would be oppressed much more violently. But if it is an 
upright man who even refutes and fights feminism altogether and fundamentally, 
then God have mercy on him! — he will be treated much worse than conservative 
women who advocate a “new feminism”. 


«Can't make this up: Feminists smoke-bombed the premiere of feminist film 
‘Suffragette’ 
Posted at 3:53 pm on October 8, 2015 by Twitchy Staff»”* 


The situation was similar in 1914. Feminist ideology is no more militant today 
than it was then, only more powerful. 


«But at the time, the government feared that militancy would escalate, as on ear- 
lier occasions, through spontaneous rank-and-file suffragette initiatives rather 
than through their leaders' commands. By June 1914 the king was regularly get- 
ting letters threatening assassination» 


289 https://www.bz-berlin.de/berlin/kolumne/woher-kommt-dieser-neue-hass-auf-die- 
konservativen-frauen 

°8!  http://twitchy.com/2015/10/08/cant-make-this-up-feminists-smoke-bombed-the- 
premiere-of-feminist-film-suffragette-photos/ 

°8  https://www.timeshighereducation.com/news/a-good-cause-force-fed-by- 
militants/94004. article 
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Emotional blackmail and intimidation have always been used — by feminists, not 
men. As usual, it is the other way round as claimed by feminist history clitters. 


«When confronted with the emotional blackmail and intimidation offered by the 
WSPU's tiny minority of women, Liberals were understandably disinclined to 
respond.» (ibid, before the 1st World War) 


Murder attempts were already made in the first wave, much like today. 


«Attempted Murder by Suffragettes 

It is universally acknowledged by historians that the suffragettes engaged in nu- 
merous terrorist acts, including attempted murder. One such case was the attempt 
on the life of Sir Henry Curtis Bennett, the chief magistrate for Bow Street who 
had tried Emmeline Pankhurst, as well as other leading feminists, for acts of ter- 
rorism such as setting fire to property and assaulting police officers.» 


Whereas in the West people remain silent, an African cardinal has more clarity 
and courage to speak the truth. 


«Family between gender ideology and IS terror 

Saturday, 17 October 2015 at 13:20 

“What fascism and communism were in the twentieth century, Western ideologies 
are in relation to homosexuals or abortion and Islamic terror today.” This senten- 
ce came from S.Em. Robert Cardinal Sarah at the current Synod of Bishops in 
Rome. In unambiguous, clear words that do not puzzle, as is the case with words 
from the Pope and our totally secularised German bishops, the African cardinal 
defended marriage and the family against all attacks. Cardinal Sarah is Prefect of 
the Congregation for the Discipline of the Sacraments and one of the most influ- 
ential African cardinals in Rome.» (civitas-institut.de) 


The following article also proves that gender critics were the target of the attacks: 


«Heavy attack on gender opponents: building and bus of “Demo fiir Alle” burnt 
down»** (aktuelle-nachrichten-online) 


*83 http://historyoffeminism.com/tag/suffragette-violence/ 

°84  http://web.archive.org/web/20160416212711/http://www.civitas-institut.de/ 
index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2455:familie-zwischen- 
gender-ideologie-und-is-terror&catid=1 :neuestes&Itemid=33 

85 2015, now gone: http://www.aktuelle-nachrichten-online.eu/artikel/schwerer-an- 
schlag-auf-gender-gegner-gebaude-und-bus-von-demo-fur-alle-brannten/1490029, 
today: https://www.epochtimes.de/politik/deutschland/schwerer-anschlag-auf- 
gender-gegner-von-demo-fuer-alle-gebaeude-und-bus-brannten-al281335.html 
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Church circles are themselves affected and report the flare-up of hatred. Since the 
1960s, we have seen incessant shouting down, spitting on, insulting, threatening 
and violence. If the human lifespan were longer, we would also have witnesses to 
the hate, violence and censorship of earlier feminist waves. 


«Demo fiir Alle”: Arson attack on offices 

03.11.2015, Magdeburg. - 

Shouting down, spitting on and insulting is no longer enough. 

Now the anti-clerical FRG establishment apparently wants to kill its dissidents. 

... the office of the “Demo fiir alle” in Magdeburg became the scene of an arson 
attack on Sunday night. A VW bus went up in flames and burnt out completely. 
Perpetrators are quickly identified — through self-incrimination. Antifa bushies 
from the region had published a “letter of confession” on one of their boredom 
internet pages that very evening.»**° (kathopost, 2015) 


«kathopost.wordpress.com is no longer available. 
The authors have deleted this site.»”*’ (kathopost, 2021) 


Criticism disappears quickly. A large part of the old URL in this chapter went into 
the void because the contributions had been deleted. Only via the web archive 
could much of the information still be substantiated; in some cases only my 
copies from earlier decades remain. Moreover, under the pressure of re-education 
and “political correctness’, more and more critics are toppling over. 


I experienced angry spraying of butyric acid as a method as early as the late 
1970s and documented it in the hitherto fiercely ignored - and when that was no 
longer possible, denigrated — 1980 series “The Power of Female Choice”. 


More evidence of feminist hatred follows in other chapters on the subject. 


286 https://kathopost.wordpress.com/2015/11/03/demo-fuer-alle-brandanschlag-auf- 
geschaeftsstelle/ 

°87 https://kathopost.wordpress.com/2015/11/03/demo-fuer-alle-brandanschlag-auf- 
geschaeftsstelle/ 


349 


More And More Feminist Hatred 


Hatred has been a demonstrable driving force of all feminist waves, as has fun- 


damental misunderstanding of the facts of nature, biology and the nature of cul- 
ture. 


«Lesbian adoptive mothers turn son into girl — gender madness — abuse 

Published 11/16/2014 

Lesbians Pauline Moreno and Debra Lobel had hormone blockers implanted in 
their 11-year-old adopted son to prevent him from developing into a man. This 
was reported by CNN in 2011. 

The boy was not taken away from the lesbians when he tried to mutilate himself — 
nor was it deemed necessary to treat his sex identity disorder (gender dysphoria). 
Instead, it was considered more appropriate to implant hormone blockers. 

This is a serious case of child abuse which outraged conservative circles in the 
USA. 

Nevertheless, they now speak of “transgender kids” — in other words, they 
seriously assume that children can factually determine that they supposedly have 
a different sex than they actually do. 

A dangerous madness that is already claiming its first victims.» 
Youtube 16.11.2014, now copy in blog from 17.11.2014) 


*88 (originally on 


How often, when the truth is expressed in this radical ideological society, fellow 
travellers of the collective mass psychosis react with deleting, blocking, hostility 
or punishment. On Youtube, the video has been deleted with the note: 


«This video is no longer available because the YouTube account associated with 
this video has been cancelled.»** (Youtube 2021) 


Such hatred of masculinity is pathological and should disqualify one from raising 
children or influencing laws. Even the first case of a boy whose sex was changed 
as an infant, which was at times cited as evidence of alleged social construction 
of sex, ended tragically with desperate conversion back to the correct biological 
sex and ultimately suicide. Feminist leader Alice Schwarzer based her argument 
on this case and the false hypothesis without ever recanting when the facts be- 
came known. 


«Feminism — A Hidden Hate Group 
Posted on August 24, 2015 


°88 https://familiefamilienrecht.wordpress.com/category/reproduktionsmedizin/ 
transgender-kinder-storung-geschlechtsidentitat-gis/page/3/ 
°8  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gqT V6jNcUSs 
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A hate group is an organized group or movement that advocates and practices hatred, 
hostility, or violence towards members of a race, ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual 
orientation or other designated sector of society. 

scum manifesto 

Opening except from this novel: 

“Life” in this “society” being, at best, an utter bore and no aspect of “society” being 
at all relevant to women, there remains to civic-minded, responsible, thrill-seeking 
females only to overthrow the government, eliminate the money system, institute 
complete automation and eliminate the male sex.” 

This feminist shot Andy Worhol. 

Here are some quotes from some famous Feminists; 

“TI want to see a man beaten to a bloody pulp with a high-heel shoved in his mouth, 
like an apple in the mouth of a pig.” — Andrea Dworkin 

“The more famous and powerful I get the more power I have to hurt men.” — Sharon 
Stone 

In a patriarchal society, all heterosexual intercourse is rape because women, as a 
group, are not strong enough to give meaningful consent.” — Catherine MacKinnon 
“The proportion of men must be reduced to and maintained at approximately 10% of 
the human race.” — Sally Miller Gearhart 

Under the current definition of a hate group, feminism does fall under that category. 
Mainstream society however, cannot see this... 

call for equality. However, it is not. It is for the superiority of women over men. 
Period.» (August 24, 2015, freedomsandtruth) 


OD ° 1 relevant to women, there remains to civic-minded, responsible, thrill-seeking females 
Feminism 7m A Hi den only to overthrow the government, eliminate the money system, institute complete 


automation and eliminate the male sex.” 


Hate Group 


August 24,2015 


This feminist shot Andy Worhol. 


Here are some quotes from some famous Feminists; 


+ “Iwant to see a man beaten to a bloody pulp with a high-heel shoved in his 
mouth, like an apple in the mouth of a pig.” — Andrea Dworkin 

+ “The more famous and powerful | get the more power | have to hurt men? — 
Sharon Stone“ 
Ina patriarchal society, all heterosexual intercourse is rape because women, as a 
group, are not strong enough to give meaningful consent.” — Catherine 
MacKinnon 


“The proportion of men must be reduced to and maintained at approximately 
10% of the human race.” — Sally Miller Gearhart 


Ahate group is an organized group or movement that advocates and practices 
hatred, hostility, or violence towards members ofa race, ethnicity, religion, gender, 
sexual orientation or other designated sector of society. 


Under the current definition of a hate group, feminism does fall under that category. 
Mainstream society however, cannot see this, because they shrug off the radicals and 
being radicals and call for equality. However, it is not. Itis for the superiority of women 


The author of the above male-extinction pamphlet was celebrated and revered by 
leading feminists until today, including Alice Schwarzer, who praised her in her 
magazine without any distancing. In Sweden, the play is school material. It is as 
if a National Socialist tract calling for the extermination of Jews, or a racist tract 
calling for the extermination of any other race (except the ‘white’ one, which is as 
outlawed as men), were not only legally distributed, acclaimed, but made part of 


290 


hhttps://freedomsandtruth.wordpress.com/page/5/ 


351 


the curriculum at universities, schools, the author celebrated in political ma gazi- 
nes, without any critical distancing. Unthinkable? For a male author it would be 
unthinkable, for feminist authoresses it is a sad reality. That's how skewed human 
perception is, which feminist indoctrination has skewed even more radically. 


That feminism is really an ideology of hate is further proven by assassination 
attempts from the first to the third wave, just as intolerance and dictatorial nature 
of opinion suppression and censorship and the methods used in all waves have 
clearly shown. 


«Arson attack on family protectoress 

Published on 2015/11/03 

MAGDEBURG. Suspected left-wing extremist perpetrators have claimed respon- 
sibility for an attack on a vehicle belonging to “Demo fiir alle” initiator Hedwig 
Freifrau von Beverfoerde in Magdeburg.» (kreidfeuer) 


Feminist Antifa groups called for such hatred, as documented in the previous 
chapter on feminist hatred. If it were about other groups instead of men, whether 
Jews, Africans or even women, threat full of hate would be ended with legal pro- 
secution. 


«I was at a luncheon for Women of the Year at the Savoy, and there was all this 
shouting. I had to get through the pickets. And the funniest one was “Pizzey is the 
pits!” But they also had the ones, “all men are rapists” “all men are bastards” and I 
went down to the police and said, “Look, if this was men, you'd arrest them all.” And 
there's a great big copper and I said, “Why aren't you arresting them?” He said, “Well 
it's women,” and there's a terrified look on his face. And I had to have a police escort 
all around England.»*”” (AVfM) 


Hate, slander and threats were typical of feminist demonstrations, again of all 
waves. Erin Pizzey became their target because she wrote, based on her pro fessi- 
onal experience, about women being at least as violent as men, which affected fe- 
minist agitation and was therefore angrily — and again hatefully — opposed. 


Not only feminist ideology but also innately skewed perception makes us misin- 
terpret and misclassify the issue of men's rights as “ridiculous”. 


«What's so funny about a men's rights debate? 


°°! hittps://kreidfeuer. wordpress.com/2015/11/03/brandanschlag-auf- 
familienschuetzerin/ 

2 http://www.avoiceformen.com/mens-rights/domestic-violence-industry/refuting- 
40-years-of-lies-about-violence/ 
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More men commit suicide, get cancer, or are the victims of violent crime than 
women, so why was an MP laughed at for suggesting men's rights should be the 
topic of parliamentary debate, asks Glen Poole 

By Glen Poole, 11:39AM GMT 29 Oct 2015 

An extraordinary thing happened in the Houses of Parliament on Tuesday. A 
member of the seven-strong Backbench Business Committee burst out laughing 
at the suggestion that MPs should be allowed to debate a range of gender issues 
including domestic violence, suicide and premature mortality rates. ... it's a mi- 
racle there hasn't been another hysterical lynching in the court of public opinion. 
At least it would be if it were a male politician caught on camera chortling at the 
suggestion that parliament should discuss issues like violence against women, 
breast cancer screening and eating disorders. 

The reason the media hasn't grabbed hold of SniggerGate yet, is that the 
sniggering MP is female and the gendered problems she appears to find funny are 
issues that disproportionately affect men and boys.»””’ 


There was only laughter in parliament this time. In everyday life, death threats 
are received against entire congresses and participants, female or male, when 
such topics are discussed that are suspect to feminist agendas. Often it is enough 
to speak of real discrimination against men or boys. Evidence has already been 
presented in the previous chapter on feminist hatred. Those who speak the truth 
are perceived as ridiculous. 


Those who oppose feminist demands often face a mood of at least moral lynch 
law, so powerful is the mixture of innate prejudice for women and against men, 
together with civilisational prejudice and feminist ideology, which cleverly ex- 
ploits biological female dominance and exaggerates it into a totalitarian dictatori- 
al power. 


Free speech and fair trials for women only; men as unprotected game without the 
right to express themselves are facts that prove not only hatred of men but also 
feminist censorship.1 In order not to have to duplicate too many quotations, I 
point out the connection of feminist hatred with censorship: 


«Feminist Hate Monger Jessica Valenti's NDSU Event Will Likely Expose A Free 
Speech Double Standard 

More recently Valenti has derided attempts to protect due process rights in campus 
proceedings against men ... feminist activist Jessica Valenti is slated to speak at North 
Dakota State University later this week. That Valenti is a disgusting sort of misandrist 
seems obvious to me. But even so, I'm not interested in seeing her event blocked even 
though that seems to be the fashionable thing to do of late. 


*  https://archive.md/HLHKe 
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That's because I believe in free speech... 

Apparently, to Valenti, justice means putting a thumb on the scales of justice in favor 
of accusers. Because the accused are mostly just men who are all potential rapists or 
something.»’”* (Featured North Dakota, Rob Port, 14. September 2015) 


Feminists, says Nubian Queen, hate men, and don't want to make things better for 
women, but want to destroy all women alongside men. Male and female love and 
respect are different; only when we accept that can respect and love work. 


«Sunday, October 11, 2015 

Relationship, partnerships and emotional needs between men and women 

Feminist hate men, I do believe most women have realized this by now, with that hate 
they bring their desire, not to make thing better for women, but to destroy any woman 
who side with men. 

They have lost that one thing which gives the rest of us that edge over them, the ac- 
ceptance that men and women do not have the same way to love each other and to 
achieve those desired results. 

Masculine respect is not feminine respect or feminine love, and vice versa. If any 
man or woman wants to truly be loved, you need to know what works! And to recog- 
nize the differences in order to have the results you want.»*”> 


Even when it comes to divorce, maintenance, alimony and custody, feminists 
clearly and unequivocally show that they hate men and do not want equality. In- 
stead, they magnify ever-existing preference and biological dominance immeasu- 
rably, if they had their way, to the moral, legal, if not physical destruction of the 
other side. 


«When it comes to divorce, alimony and custody, feminists make it absolutely 
clear that they hate men, and are not interested in equality. ... According to the 
National Organization of Women (who are opposing the bill in Florida), men only 
want equal custody of their children to indulge in the pleasures of controlling and 
abusing their former wives. Not because they love their children. ... It’s really, 
really fucking sick. They will throw generations of children under the bus to 
gratify their own, bitter hatred of men. ... 

Feminists hate men, and will hurt children to indulge in that hate. »””° (OCTOBER 23, 
2015 BY JANET BLOOMFIELD (AKA JUDGYBITCH)) 


°°  https://sayanythingblog.com/entry/feminist-hate-monger-jessica-valentis-ndsu- 
event-will-likely-expose-a-free-speech-double-standard/ 

°° Nubian Queen, http://www.thenativecanadian.com/2015/10/relationship-partner- 
ships-and-emotional.html 

°° Ihttp://web.archive.org/web/20151024101119/http://judgybitch.com/2015/10/23/ 
feminists-protest-equality-again/ 
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Hatred underlies feminist ideology; both hatred and ideology have infected uni- 
versities and spread like an infection for which there are no defences nor cures. 


«Universities have allowed feminist ideology to infest campus doctrine and has 
spread like a bacterial infection that resists any antibiotics. It attacks men at every 
chance it can. Its professors are there to teach reason and logic, and instead teach 
illogical, nonsense in gender studies courses. 

During their university days, they are inundated with rhetoric of hate. Hate against 
men. That one in four men in college will commit an act of rape... That a woman, 
who is strong and independent, cannot accept responsibility of consent when she has 
been drinking, and has been raped, regardless of her approval for sexual intercourse, 
and yet the man, who is equally drunk, is responsible for his consent. (All of which 
are lies) 

Due to the illogical thought process, that feminists now have, all due to the 
gender studies courses and their so called professors, they come out hating the 
world and blaming men for their lack of direction, lack of education... They go on 
to blame men, yet again, via the mythical patriarchy»””’ (freedomsandtruth, Oct 
19, 2015) 


When feminists talk about putting men in concentration camps and gassing them, 
reducing their percentage to 10 per cent, or make plans to castrate men, any 
reasonable person will see that as a threat and respond accordingly. 


«This is a message to all you anti male feminists, when you threaten us, belittle 
us, hold campaigns that say #killallmen, or the don't be that guy, or #mansprea- 
ding, campaigns which target men. Or in forums, online posts, or comments 
making plans to “castrate men in the town square”, “Put men in concentration 
camps and gas them” or eradicate men and keep 10 percent for breeding stock”. 
Then you have to understand, that when you state these things, a sane person see's 
this as a threat. And anyone who feels threatened enough, will fight back. ... I 
couldn't give a flying fuck about who you are, when you threaten someone you don't 
get to walk away and play victim when your victim fights back.»””* (freedomsand- 
truth, 14. September 2015) 


In the face of such hate speech and hate agendas, we have become numb and 
hardly sensitive enough to notice what other, similarly crass, agendas mean in the 
long run: 


°°7  Ittps://freedomsandtruth. wordpress.com/2015/10/19/dear-feminists-and- 
canadian-universities-this-is-what-happens-when-you-belittle-and-demean-half- 
the-worlds-population/ 

8 September 14, 2015, https://freedomsandtruth.wordpress.com/2015/09/14/how- 
an-online-post-caused-fear-in-feminists/ 
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«October 13, 2015 — 4:46PM 
Men will have to lose jobs to make way for gender equality: Transfield's Diane 
Smith-Gander»”” 


Whoever seems to stand in the way of feminists — even if it is only because of 
irrational personal feelings of involvement — is threatened, for example with 
bombs. What do computer gamers want more than to play peacefully? It is a sign 
of society's failure when gamers are warred against as alleged opponents of 
feminists because there are far too few real opponents against their fascist 
rubbish. In the absence of real opponents, feminist hatred seeks out pseudo- 
opponents. 


«Bomb Threat Targets GamerGate Meetup (Hear From Somebody Who Was 
There) ... 

Cathy Young | May 4, 2015And now, GamerGate's first American meetup in 
Washington, DC this past weekend has ended in a bomb scare—after an attempt to 
bully the venue into canceling the event. ... 

Ironically, as Bokhari demonstrates, last February GamerGate archfoe developer 
Brianna Wu expressed alarm over tweets jocularly threatening a sarin gas attack at 
the Penny Arcade Expo under the mistaken impression that it was a threat from 
GamerGate; after realizing that was a threat against pro-GamerGate “idiots,” Wu 
deleted her post. ...»°” 


If a feminist mistakenly feels a threat from men, she raises the alarm; if it then 
turns out that the threat was directed against men, she secretly deletes her report. 
If it is men, the feminist world view is fine and secret or open agreement with 
threats against “the idiots” is assured. 


Above threats of bombs, murder, physical attacks and censorship, we have neg- 
lected verbal warfare, which tends to precede physical war. The following quote 
describes verbal warfare against men on a linguistic level. 


«Mansults: the put-downs that are always levelled at straight white males 
Punchbag: what if we accepted that, actually, most straight white men aren't that 
bad? 

1. Misogynist 

The default “mansult’”, routinely deployed towards any guy who even remotely 
questions feminist ideology or any special treatment of women. 


°°  https://archive.is/ZHF Vm#selection-1115.0-1115.91 
30° hittps://reason.com/archives/2015/05/04/bomb-threat-targets-gamergate-meetup- 
hea#.itibx0:Z9nR 


356 


2. Manbaby 

Defined as “A man who acts like a baby.” ... Warning: complaining you're not a 
manbaby is proof you are. 

3. Lad 

There was a time when everybody, from Tony Blair down, was a card-carrying 
lad. Now it's a toxic label and on university campuses lads are treated with a level 
of compassion usually reserved for jihadists. 

4. Douchebag (plus shortened variant, douche) 

Hugely popular Stateside, douchebag has been named “the ultimate slur against 
white men” by Gawker. 

5. Privileged 

Privilege is a power structure invented by the gender studies brigade and feminist 
sociologists to prove that men are evil. 

6. Neckbeard 

Defined as “Derogatory term for slovenly nerdy people” ... also likely to be a 
“misogo-nerd” (an unappealing cross between a misogynist and a nerd), and 
think that the Gamergate controversy is a bit silly. 

7. MRAs 

Loosely speaking, Men's Rights Activists are the internet's polar opposite of radi- 
cal feminists. Hence MRAs are routinely smeared by their opponents as “rape 
apologists” and woman-haters and the term itself is now a shorthand put-down 
for that, although it is commonly levelled at any man who questions feminist 
thinking. See also “meninists” and “red pill”. 

8. Cisgendered 

A cisgendered man is a man who isn't transgender, meaning the vast majority of 
mankind. ... You’re the lowest of the low. 

9. Misc playground insults 

‘f**kboy, asshat»*”! (Telegraph) 


Since the media are busy denigrating men, ridiculing them, portraying them as 
villains, morons or regressive, they can truly not be expected to come to terms 
with mass murder of men, which instead is to be repressed and forgotten. Hitler 
had a similar idea: he believed that as the victor he would get away with his 
Holocaust in a similar way as the USA did with its conquest of the continent by 
murdering Indians, sometimes with perfidious means. Those who look the other 
way and refuse to come to terms with the past are doing the work of those who 
commit crimes or want to make them possible. 


«Twenty years of Srebrenica: Mass murder of men still not dealt with today 


3°! http://www.telegraph.co.uk/men/thinking-man/11874379/Mansults-the-put- 
downs-that-are-always-levelled-at-straight-white-males.html 
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15 July 2015, by Arne Hoffmann»*” (cuncti.net) 

Whether it is the unpunished mass murder of men that “no one cares about” 
because they are men, whereas in the case of women as (even supposed) victims, 
huge campaigns, international outcry and frantic political reactions are the rule, 
or the subliminal superfluity that young men experience after several feminist 
waves have taken away and destroyed everything that is important to them and 
constitutes culture for them, hatred of men has serious consequences, whether 
subtle and latent or blatant and openly at work. 

«Young men even expressed the fear of soon becoming socially superfluous.»*” 
(genderama) 


Giving in to feminism once meant opening “Pandora's box”. 

Contempt for men is also expressed in poorer health care for men, whereby it 
does not matter to what degree this is based on innately skewed perception, 
civilisational obliquity or the ubiquitous feminist indoctrination that has been 
present for generations. 


«In Canada, straight boys have to pay for a vaccine that girls and gay men get for 
free.»*” (genderama) 


In Germany, the situation is the same: health insurance pays for HPV vaccination 
for women and girls, but not for boys and men, even though both sexes can be 
affected and harmed by it. 


«US soldiers have been told to ignore the sexual abuse of boys committed by 
their Afghan allies. This is reported by the New York Times: ... 

“At night we can hear them screaming, but we're not allowed to do anything 
about it,” the Marine's father, Gregory Buckley Sr., recalled his son telling him 
before he was shot to death at the base in 2012.”°” ... Of course, almost the entire 
Western world participates in looking the other way.» 


The neglect of male victims is also one of the problems where feminist hatred 
mixes with generally skewed perceptions and civilisational harshness towards 
men. If it were women, it would be considered a war crime, resulting in a big hue 
and cry and frantic action; but since it is boys, it does not bother. 


3 http://cuncti.net/gesellschaft/855-zwanzig-jahre-srebrenica-massenmord-an- 
maennern-bis-heute-nicht-aufgearbeitet 

3 http://genderama. blogspot.de/2013/01/nervenstark-monika-ebeling-trotz.html 

3 http://genderama.blogspot.de/2015/09/vermischtes-vom-2 1-september-2015.html 

*°5 http://genderama.blogspot.de/2015/09/vermischtes-vom-2 1-september-2015.html 
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«This time it is about the feminist hatred of men extending to gays.»*” (Arne 
Hoffmann, Genderama, 2015) 


Feminist hatred of men extends to gays, Christians, to everything that partially 
escapes the feminist reign of terror. One could be reminded of Robespierre, Stalin 
and the Islamic State IS. But it is the “white heterosexual male’ loser who is most 
met with hostility. 


«The unleashed mob also went on the rampage at the 30th Ecuentro, held in Mar 
del Plata from 10-12 October. On the night of today, violent pro-abortion activists 
attempted to storm the city's cathedral. As in previous years, Catholics formed a 
living rampart around the Episcopal Church. The faithful praying the rosary were 
attacked by the feminists with stones and bottles, sprayed with paint, spat at and 
insulted, as in previous years. 

Last year, when the left-wing extremists tried to storm the cathedral of San Juan 
de Cuyo, they burnt a doll of Pope Francis. 


"Pro-abortion activists are reminiscent of supporters of the Islamic State" 


The people of Mar del Plata were shocked by the violence of the radical feminists 
and left-wing extremists and their hatred of the Catholic Church. 

“The fact that these feminists speak loudly of women's rights, but in reality really 
trample on the religious freedom and freedom of expression of others, is intole- 
rable. With their violence, they claim a right to kill unborn children. This is remi- 
niscent of the militants of the Islamic State, for whom not even the mere existen- 
ce of Christians is tolerable,” said the right-to-life organisation ArgentinosAlerta 
in a statement.»*”’ (katholisches.info) 


Such hatred of men, family, culture and religion leads to the collapse of all that, 
brings about a broken state without culture, without a functioning family, with 
broken men. Even traditional religions are being eroded and turned upside down 
or are breaking down, being replaced by ideological, radical groups. Therefore, 
the question is why men have stood idly by and watched such destructive goings- 
on for several feminist waves. 


«Everyone puzzles over why men have remained stubbornly and doggedly silent 
about more than thirty years of male bashing by feminists and gender ideologists, 
with rebellious exceptions. Historian Martin van Creveld has also noticed this. He 


306 http://genderama.blogspot.de/2015/09/vermischtes-vom-2 |-september-2015.html 
307 http://www.katholisches.info/2015/10/13/radikalfeministen-versuchten- 
kathedrale-von-mar-del-plata-zu-stuermen/ 
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offers an interesting explanation. He thinks that men's silence on male- 
disparaging feminism could derive from a sense of guilt.»*”* (cuncti.net) 


Feminism has succeeded in anchoring an invented “oppression” in the general 
consciousness, and thus not only exaggerating real female privilege and domi- 
nance, but also creating feelings of guilt in men, which paralyse them and make 
them watch the destructive goings-on idly or even in agreement. The invention of 
alleged female discrimination was an unparalleled historical propaganda success 
that caused enormous damage and led entire generations down extreme wrong 
paths. This is another reason why it is absolutely necessary, as in this book series, 
to refute this propaganda thoroughly. 

It is by no means enough to recognise today's preferential treatment of women. 
Only when it is understood that women have always been favoured and that all 
feminist whining has been unfounded from the beginning, can this guilt complex 
be overcome and the moral numbness of men, which has paralysed them since 
the first wave, be ended. Only such a guilt complex and innately skewed percepti- 
ons can explain why no one in the 19th century had the obvious idea of using 
Darwin's findings on evolution in the way I present in this series of books. The 
feminist view is at odds with biological facts; it is this skewed view that provides 
missed targets, comparisons and ultimately the erroneous assumption of female 
“disadvantage”. 


Feminist aberration and radical one-sidedness can be seen everywhere, even in 
the Obama presidential family, which is also very popular with us. Besides many 
speeches that seem nice to us, there was also feminist propaganda in the election 
campaign. Those who looked the other way are now experiencing the consequen- 
ces: One-sided promotion of women also by Mrs Obama, although men were al- 
ready massively disadvantaged before such promotion, and according to feminist 
counting methods. Because if we apply a cultural model, such number games are 
wastepaper from the start. 


«The New York Post expresses irritation that President's wife Michelle Obama 
continues to stand up for girls alone ... For every 167 women in four-year colleges, 
there were only 100 men.»°*” (freiewelt.net) 


What were duties for men are rights for women. While men have long been left 

far behind in once masculine tasks, privileged and dominant women are constant- 

ly promoted further, in sharp contradiction to feminist lip service to ‘equality’, 

which has never been taken seriously since suffragettes celebrated breeding men 

38 http://cuncti.net/geschlechterdebatte/886-allen-frauen-gutes-tun-der-mutter- 
zuliebe 

30 http://www. freiewelt.net/blog/vermischtes-vom-8-oktober-2015-10063887/ 
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by woman's choice as a female birthright. Whatever is male rather than female 
behaviour is labelled a crime. Whatever a man can do is criminalised. In the 
feminist era, this is more certain than the Amen in the Church. 


«Criminalizing seduction: the crime of men seducing women»*'’ (AVfM, October 
14, 2015 By Douglas Galbi) 


Feminists were not satisfied with women's biological dominance, which was al- 
ready highly unjust, but made men completely dependent on female choices, at 
the same time taking away from men everything that makes them desirable to 
women, allows them to fulfil women's demands on them — a perverse predica- 
ment. But even such oppression of men was not radical enough. Now some femi- 
nists even demand that a “yes” be required every ten minutes, otherwise it is rape, 
or so it is taught in schools in California. Women are given a special “witness sta- 
tus”; so that they can successfully lie and bust their innocent victim with impuni- 
ty, often profitably if they can still rip off child support, for example. Such disen- 
franchisement is similar to the disenfranchisement of Jews in Nazi Germany be- 
fore the Holocaust began. Just as men commit suicide much more often, persecu- 
ted Jews at that time sometimes turned on the tap of their gas heater in des perati- 
on without igniting it and killed themselves that way. 
© Sarah McKenzie-Ayres free from court for hitting male with ... 
https://www.reddit.com/.../sarah_mckenzieayres_fre... y Diese Seite ibersetzen 
01.05.2015 - 2 points - 1 comment. Sex partner must say 'yes' every 10 minutes or 
it's rape, 10th graders taught in California - 1 points - 1 comment. Queensland 
Parliament passes new domestic violence laws granting victims ‘special witness' 
status - 3 points. Men will have to lose jobs to make way for gender equality. 


«Sex partner must say ‘yes’ every 10 minutes or it's rape, 10th graders taught in 
California 

Queensland Parliament passes new domestic violence laws granting victims ‘special 
witness’ status 

Men will have to lose jobs to make way for gender equality»*'' (AVfM) 


Men who want to feed their families and need to succeed professionally to pass 
sexual selection will often lose their jobs to enable feminist imbalance. 


Hatred of men doesn't make it a big deal if Mrs/Miss Sarah hits a man over the 
head with a glass bottle so that his head is cut to the skull and he is scarred for 
life. He is only a man.*” There would be sharp protests and severe punishments if 


310 http://archive.is/b8V1S 

311 https://www.reddit.com/r/AVfM HotLinks/.compact 

312 «Sarah McKenzie-Ayres free from court for hitting male with champagne 
bottle ... He was cut to the bone during attack and has been left scarred for life» 
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the victim were a woman and the perpetrator a man. But since the perpetrator is 
female and the victim male, she is acquitted, the law studentess laughs at the mat- 
ter?! 


Those who protest against such agendas have to expect arson attacks. 


«Second attack within days 

Heavy attack on gender opponents: building and bus of “Demo for All” burnt 
down 

Epoch Times, Tuesday, 3 November 2015 13:04 

A serious arson attack on Germany's most active gender opponents: a VW bus 
and parts of a business address of “Demo for All” burnt down in Magdeburg on 
Sunday night. Only a few days ago, the car of AfD woman Beatrix von Storch 
had burned in Berlin. 

The family protection alliance “Demo for All” had brought 5,000 people on the 
streets of Stuttgart on 11 October against early sexualisation, gender doctrine and 
gay marriage. It was the third demonstration of this kind. Now, at the weekend, a 
company building belonging to the organisers was partially burnt down.»*"4 
(epochtimes.de) 


If we were to go through AVfM's list of links on Reddit with similar press 
releases, we would be sheerly overwhelmed by the many blatant incidents in the 
last few days and weeks alone. Only tiny snippets of a mighty daily stream are 
shown here. There are many such sources of reports, which in turn show only the 
tip of an iceberg. 


«“Not worthy of reproduction” 

PETA calls for sex ban for meat-eating men 

Non-vegatarian men have too high a climate footprint and are therefore not 
worthy of procreation, says the animal rights organisation PETA.» 


(http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3064062/Law-student-laughs-walks- 
free-court-hitting-aspiring-male-model-head-bottle-champagne-cutting-forehead- 
SKULL.html) 

«Law student laughs as she walks free from court for hitting aspiring male model 

over the head with a bottle of champagne cutting his forehead to the skull» 

(http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3064062/Law-student-laughs-walks- 

free-court-hitting-aspiring-male-model-head-bottle-champagne-cutting-forehead- 

SKULL.html) 

314 hhttps://www.epochtimes.de/politik/deutschland/schwerer-anschlag-auf-gender- 
gegner-von-demo-fuer-alle-gebaeude-und-bus-brannten-a1281335.html 
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> Christoph @Christoph_Br1 - 5h 
*% _ Nicht fortpflanzungswirdig“ lost bei mir Gansehaut aus. Solche Sprache 
verbinde ich mit einer anderen Zeit. 


PETA fordert Sex-Verbot fiir 


fleischessende Manner 
9 QV W 


Gefallt 34 Mal 


0e24.at Nicht-vegetarische Manner haben einen zu 
hohen Klimaabdruck und sind somit nicht 
fortpflanzungswurdig, meint die Tierschutzorganisation 
PETA. 


Wer gerne Schnitzel, Bratwurst oder Steak isst, sollte 

sich in Zukunft nicht mehr fortpflanzen durfen, meint 

die Tierschutzorganisation PETA. Denn fleischessende 
The association PETA also shines with euthanasia, a ban on reproduction for 
many men modelled on the National Socialist pattern. 


Many of the sources cited have since disappeared from the internet. The excellent 
domain thenativecanadian.com has vanished, as has judgybitch.com with apt re- 
ports. The internet is being ‘cleansed’ of non-feminist views so that future gene- 
rations will only know one-sided propaganda. 
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Part G: Satirical 
The Fisherman And His Wife 


Today I'm going to retell you an old fairy tale that is a parable about feminism. 


Long ago, when wishing still helped, a beautiful young woman and a poor 
fisherman lived near the dyke in Frisia. The poor fisherman loved the young 
woman beyond measure, but she preferred the respected ship owner next door. 
“Come with me, my hut is yours, and all my songs I will sing over you.” -““Nay, 
leave me alone, the captain is more good than thou.” 


Broken-hearted, the poor fisherman departed. No sooner married than the 
captain's wife wished: “You shall bring me something very special, a wish fish!” 
-“No one has ever seen a wish fish! Do you want to send me to a watery grave?” 
But all objections were of no avail, the woman wanted the wish fish and her 
husband had to get it for her. 


The poor rich captain had no choice but to set out on a great voyage. He asked 
everywhere for the wish fish, and many a man went overboard on the way, until 
one day he had the wish fish in his net. 


“Don't kill me!” said the fish, “I am a wish fish. If you spare me, I'll give you 
three wishes!” -“T'll be glad to,” said the captain, “but I'll have to ask my wife 
about the wishes first.” -“No problem,” replied the wish fish, ““you can always 
find me here, shout your wish and I'll grant it.” -“TIt's a deal,” replied the captain, 
throwing the wish fish back into the sea and sailing back in a hurry. 


“You must wish for me to be queen!” said his wife, and so it happened. Pop! A 
royal palace with many servants sprang up where her captain's house had been 
before. Merrily the two lived until his wife grew tired of it. “It's always the same, 
how boring! You still have two wishes. You must wish for me to become a 
popess!” -“Popess? There's no such thing! You're crazy!” But all the objections 
were to no avail, the poor rich man had to go out to sea without fail, to look for 
the wishing fish in order to announce her new wish. 


Pop! Up popped a huge area with the Curia, the largest cathedral in Christendom, 
the Pope's palace, and a small state. Again they lived happily for a while, until the 
woman thought that was not enough for her. “You still have one wish left. You 
must go there and wish for me to become a goddess!” 
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-““Goddess, you must have gone completely mad!!! Blasphemy! This will bring 
terrible revenge!” But all objections were of no avail, the poor rich man had to go 
out to sea to proclaim his last, urgent wish to the wishing fish. 

-“What, now the old woman wants to be Creator God? That's too much 
the wishing fish and disappeared forever. 


? 


replied 


Pop! The Pope's state disappeared even more quickly than it had sprung open. 
The woman found herself in rags, right in front of the poor fisherman's hut. 
-“Why do you come to me in rags?” said the wretched, unhappy poor fisherman, 
“When I needed and loved you, I was not good enough for you! Now that you are 
in rags, you suddenly want to visit me? You can go to hell! I don't want you any 
more. Get out of my sight!” 


That was the tale of fishermen and feminist. 


The Feminist Stags 


Frchaeologists have discovered an extinct species of animal during excavations 


that apparently had amazing properties, but ultimately disappeared from the face 
of the earth due to strange events that are being investigated. This is the state of 
the research led by Prof. Dr Sah Tiriks: 


From bone structure and finds at excavation sites, it is clear that the newly disco- 
vered deer species was able to speak and had a distinct social behaviour. We di- 
stinguish two phases of development: First, the classical phase, lasting about se- 
ven million years. Second, the cultural-revolutionary phase before the extinction 
of a few hundred years. 


Both phases differ enormously and can be recognised at first glance even by lay- 
men. 


For seven million years, stags and hinds walked around in small groups; their so- 
ciety was characterised by astonishingly complex exchange structures, as descri- 
bed in humans by ethnologists. Some groups of deer used their antlers to dig ho- 
ney from the honeycombs of wild bees nesting in tree hollows, others harvested 
acorns and similar fruits from trees. Some groups of deer specialised in stripping 
leaves from trees using their antlers. Hinds, on the other hand, gathered grasses, 
berries, and plucked roots. Some groups of hinds were engaged in detaching bast 
from trees and weaving useful things from it. 
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From childhood, they lived in a world of exchange. The hind and fawns felt safe, 
protected by the antlers of the stags. The honey from tree hollows, which stung 
the stag many a time, was exchanged for fine grasses or roots. Hinds gave the 
stags plaited bast, which protected them from the stings of the bees. 


Thus they shared, and related to each other. It is quite clear that, as with humans, 
feelings developed from this, because they knew they could rely on each other. 
The hind knew: There is a group of stags out there that will fetch food and honey 
and bring it to me. I can rely on the stags, they will do that for me. And the stags 
knew, that group of hinds over there is looking for fine roots and plucking them 
out. They'll do that for me. The bees will not be able to sting me so badly because 
another group of hinds will make sure that I can wear a bast protection. 


Whatever the group did was not for the members of the group alone, but mainly 
for the community, for exchange, and as a love offering. By bringing honey taken 
from the furiously stinging bees to a group of hinds, the stag had an offering to 
them, which was also often an offering of love. The hinds reciprocated with their 
gifts of love, for a gift obliges, as Marcel Mauss also found with humans. Often 
the gift of honey was the beginning of a relationship between stag and hind. In 
this way, there was also less need to jockey for rank with antler shovels to gain 
access to hinds, as was necessary where such culture was lacking. 


This exchange between groups of stags and hinds, and between a stag and a hind 
in general, gave rise to a complex social structure that we can justifiably call a 
deer culture. The species became very successful as a result and spread all over 
the planet. But then something very strange happened. 


Centuries before the events that led to the extinction of the species, some stags 
had very strange ideas. They described their own sex, the stag, as “tyrannical 
creatures” who guilefully grew antlers just to spite the “poor innocent hinds”, 
whereas the hinds were portrayed as “light figures of the gods’. They called this 
system of thought “philosophy of enlightenment’. At the same time, the deer 
society believed they now knew everything better than nature — and better than 
their ancestors, and the deer god some believed in; they were convinced they 
were bringers of light, finally illuminating a dark primeval age. In the wake of 
this philosophy, many of the smartest and noblest stags were beheaded. It was 
called a revolution. 


Whereas life had previously been shaped by a cultural system of exchange, this 
was now taken over by a newly created power: the deer state. This state enacted 
laws and regulations where previously there had only been a naturally evolved 
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unconscious structure, which was now being pushed back more and more. Every 
law that was enacted, every regulation of the state that governed deer life, neces- 
sarily further dissolved the culture that had grown over seven million years. 


This process of displacement of culture by legal constraints took several generati- 
ons. Those deer that had experienced and known the natural culture form of deer 
that had existed for over seven million years had long since died when the next 
process of destruction followed. We must remember that animals, including our 
species of deer, have instincts of which the animal is not aware and which are 
very difficult to change through insight. These instincts exist because they are 
advantageous for survival under natural conditions, have therefore prevailed in 
the course of evolution, and are thus genetically anchored. We will see how these 
originally useful instincts, under unnatural circumstances, triggered a rampage 
and ultimately the collapse. 


Already the deer of that “Enlightenment”, who thought such ugly things about 
stags (i.e. themselves), but idolised hinds, were inspired and shaped by instinct in 
doing so: the instinct to always help hinds, to always find them dainty, worthy of 
protection and desire, without asking whether they are right, good or not. For 
hinds can give birth to fawns, the future of the deer species. Conversely, male 
deer are evolutionarily a “filter for genes”. Evolution wants only those with the 
best genes to reproduce. So there is a fierce innate prejudice against stags, the 
fiercer the lower their rank. When this innate prejudice crept into the philosophy 
of the deer, a self-destructive process began that eventually led to disaster. 


The deer society wanted to know and do everything better. Food production was 
organised and automated. Suddenly every animal needed money, and more and 
more was only available for money. Things that were once a donation of a mutual 
exchange, that created social relations between stag and hind, and between 
groups of stags and hinds, or were a love gift, now became a mere disposable 
material product, bought for money and then thrown away. 


A gift of exchange is to be held in high esteem because it expresses social con- 
nection and obligation. A gift of love is also understandably held in high esteem, 
for it expresses love. But a purchased good is spiritually worthless, a disposable 
product that quickly goes out of fashion and is then thrown away. In this way, the 
environment is polluted and resources wasted. 


Suddenly there were much greater social differences. The fewer stags and hinds 
exchanged, the greater the differences in income became. And what one stag 
had no longer reached the other side, and vice versa, what one hind had no 
longer reached the other side. As the social bonds between the group of stag 
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and the group of hinds dissolved along with the exchange, their previously 
equal or matching interests came into conflict. What is more, since stag and 
hinds were no longer linked by exchange, the establishment of love bonds 
also became a problem. For both sides became strangers to each other. 
Biological sexual selection became stronger, demanding more and more rank 
fights from the stags in order to meet the demands of the increasingly picky 
hinds. This was no longer cushioned by the cultural exchange system, 
reciprocity. 


The turmoil caused by this created problems that prompted the deer state to enact 
more and more stringent laws, which logically displaced or even broke down 
more and more remnants of culture by simply banning what rules of natural 
culture had still existed. In this way, the problems escalated by fighting them with 
the poison that creates these problems in the first place. 


In this already explosive situation, the second stage of destruction now ignited: 
the hinds began to discover for themselves the anti-stag theories of the stags, of 
this strange “enlightenment”. Moreover, they were confused by the change and 
the dwindling of deer culture. Here, the innately skewed view of deer instinct also 
came into play, for the hinds themselves too felt they were worthy of protection, 
as victims who should be given more consideration, but the stags, who had 
always helped them so much, they felt in the spirit of that era to be “tyrannical”, 
“evil”, “oppressive” — in short, they blamed the stags for the whole development. 
Deer feminism was born. 


Scientifically speaking, the stags' guilt would lie in the stupidity of having percei- 
ved themselves as “tyrannical” and “evil”, but the hinds as “defenceless innocent 
victims”, and having portrayed them in this manner in their philosophy. Their 
guilt, therefore, lay in cutting their own flesh, in oppressing themselves. But the 
instinctive feeling, like the deer philosophy, went in the opposite, wrong directi- 
on. 


Hinds began to flock together. Blaming the stags and the deer culture, they 
attacked everything about the mutual exchange system of deer society that was 
left in pitiful remnants and of which they became aware. The greater the 
destruction of the exchange system, the more the confusion and alienation grew. 
They felt more and more terribly oppressed as the reciprocity they fought against 
disappeared. This too was a self-reinforcing process of destruction. 


In the course of this process, the generation of animals that still knew the previ- 
ous cultural remnants and had therefore also still experienced their benefits died 
several times. The next generation, which had already grown up in ignorance, 
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could then be fully convinced that what they had just lost “was nothing but the 
darkest oppression”, since they did not know any better and it seemed so alien to 
their new convictions. The following generation, because of their personal 
ignorance, the loss of cultural memory, could thus establish the next wave of 
feminist hinds (and likewise stags). 


Thus the game was repeated again from generation to generation until nothing, 
nothing at all, was left of the natural deer culture, which had been an abstract 
structure comparable to human language. 


The hinds became angrier from generation to generation. Some perpetrated 
attacks on stags, or on properties of the deer society. Others spent their whole 
lives with no higher aim than to eradicate any vestige of difference between hind 
and stag, and any vestige of culture based on it. In the final stage of their 
ideology, they called it “gender mainstreaming”. They even denied the existence 
of two sexes, claiming that there were 50 or an infinite number of deer sexes. 
(Rhymes with: laughter — oh, sorry, only in the German original!) 


Some hinds considered cutting off the antlers of the stags, other hinds wore 
prosthetic antlers, which became widespread. Now the state demanded that hinds 
be just like stags, and consequently there should be no more groups of stags, 
though groups of revolutionary hinds were newly formed. Hinds also had to be 
included among the roaring stags — if those were not banned as “sexist” — and 
were encouraged to roar with them. In future, the main goal of fawn education 
was to teach the young hinds to roar, but to forbid the despised young stags any 
stag behaviour, to punish it severely, to sedate them with plant drugs if necessary, 
so that the erratic young stags would not disturb the society oriented towards 
hinds. Along the way, the requirements (selectively for one side only) were 
constantly lowered so that more hinds mingled with the stags.*”° 


Now that there was nothing left to trade, the deer society began to collapse 
completely. But stags who could still remember how culture worked had not 
existed for several centuries. Moreover, they were vilified as "oppressive old 
white deer", which became a dirty word. The whole deer society, in its delusion, 
had become fixated on the idea that all the evil in the world was due to those 
tricky, supposedly “patriarchal” cultural remnants that all the massive state op- 
pression through law, moral ostracism, education and manipulation had not yet 
completely eradicated, but which was the obligation of all decent deer cattle. 


315 Where once there were high standards of quality, objectivity and dispassion, now 


the state was forcing in what was hind, feminist, subjective, affected, emotional, 
biased and devoid of scientific objectivity. 
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The more the process progressed, the angrier the hinds got, and the more dis satis- 
fied stags and hinds became. For the more hinds (whether with or without pro- 
sthetic antlers) mingled with the stags, the more they felt oppressed. The reason 
for this is that the way stags treat each other is rougher than that of hinds. 


Hinds are used to being treated delicately and privileged because they are hinds. 
They also receive this preferential treatment under natural circumstances — which 
is what the hind has become accustomed to in the course of evolution. But stags, 
because of their dependence on sexual selection by hinds, have to fight arduously 
for ranks in male hierarchies. Only the winners have a chance to reproduce. That 
is why the way stags treat each other is much rougher and more open. Towards 
hinds and fawns, on the other hand, stags show a cautious behaviour. But the ide- 
ology had been stipulated that hinds had to mingle with the stags and have the 
same tasks. Not only could there no longer be any exchange, but now hinds found 
themselves among stags, whose normal, natural way of dealing with each other 
they now subjectively felt as “oppression”, because they are used to preferential 
treatment in specially protected female groups from natural culture. So the hinds 
in the stag pack demanded the same privilege, which caused a radical disadvanta- 
ge for the stags. 


Moreover, stags now no longer had the opportunity to live out their natural beha- 
viour because they had to be considerate of the sensitive hinds everywhere. The 
disintegration of natural sex groups had not only destroyed and poisoned relation- 
ships, but also created a sense of constant oppression. Indeed, in such a uniform, 
sex-neutral model, both stag and hind are oppressed - stags admittedly far more 
than hinds. The stupidity of wanting to know better than nature has created real 
oppression, which before, in the state of nature, had been only a mistaken, false 
assumption, sprouted from an innate instinct leading to false perception, as well 
as from ideological concepts that contradict the facts of biology and life. 


Furthermore, the now mixed-sex herd could no longer assume the function that 
the male of the stags also had for the hind: Namely, to show the rank of the stag, 
according to which the hind decides whether to accept or reject an approach. 
Biologically, in fact, there is no dominance or rank competition between stag and 
hind; a stag must keep a low profile in such a competitive situation with hind, 
otherwise his standing is lost, which is biologically predetermined. So the profes- 
sional pack has less and less importance; the stags work less, build up substitute 
groups and substitute fashions in their free time in order to gain rank, prestige, 
identity, and to be noticed by hinds. This wastes a lot of time and energy, which is 
lost to the important tasks, and in the end it is often not the best stags at work 
who are elected, but fashionable fuzzies or even antisocial dazzlers. 
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Because of the mixing in packs, the hinds were now also disturbed when stags 
expressed opinions they did not like. Where once among stags everyone was 
allowed to say what he thought, sensitive hinds, who sensed an evil “stag conspi- 
racy” behind every utterance, set up a censorship of “political correctness”. Every 
utterance of a stag was scrutinised for hours to see if there might not be some 
“old-fashioned stag behaviour” behind it. In short, freedom was lost, censorship 
triumphed in feminist hind-deer dictatorship. Many stags were pandering, and 
many a stag was more fanatical than hinds in self-oppression. 


What was worse was that stags were now superfluous in stag society. Hinds had 
everything — they could continue to give birth to fawns, they could continue to 
gather grasses, roots and berries, and they could additionally take over all the 
tasks of the stags, with state coercion to at least 50 percent in all areas that 
interested them. (At best, stags were left with the dirty work, but even that could 
not stop their superfluousness for long). 


The ideology of equality had thus not “liberated” the hinds — who had always 
been privileged — but made an entire sex superfluous, the stags. This is the worst 
thing that can be done to a sex. But the innate instinct let the animals continue to 
assume that hinds were oppressed and disadvantaged, although in fact stags were 
radically oppressed and disadvantaged, and incidentally had always been the 
actually disadvantaged and more burdened, even in the 7 million years before. 
But the animals did not understand this absurdity. They only noticed that nature 
did not want to adapt to their ideology, that their lives were becoming more and 
more unhappy, complicated and unfulfilled, which only made them rage even 
more and cry out for more and more laws to finally abolish these “oppressive 
conditions”. 


In the process, the law books grew and grew, became thicker, fatter, more restric- 
tive, penetrated further and further into once private areas of life, which were re- 
gulated to death by more and more new regulations. The fact is that the real op- 
pression came from ideology and legal constraints, and it was nature and deer 
culture that were oppressed. But this, in turn, was incomprehensible to the ani- 
mals, so deeply had they become entangled in ideology based on instincts that 
lead to a skewed view — which now had terrible outcomes. Under natural conditi- 
ons, even in deer culture, instincts had been helpful; in the feminist, sex-neutral 
state, those same instincts were leading the whole species up the slippery slope. 


Because of the disrupted relationships of deer society, especially the collapsing 
bonds between stags and hinds, fawns were born less and less frequently. Yes, 
suddenly it was “politically incorrect” to engage in fertile sex. The state was pri- 
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marily concerned with sexual activity between stags, or between hinds, which be- 
came the new standard of good deerism and political correctness. 


The deer society was ageing and shrinking. At that time, the other deer species 
began to spread throughout the world, displacing our extinct species. For the 
other deer species were not afflicted with this strange mental disease: Their stags 
roared cheerfully, the hinds mated cheerfully, had fawns, and no self-centred 
feminist hinds fixated on their own sex were engaged in cultural revolution there. 


Herds of millions of the healthy deer species displaced the infested species: 
Cervus insapiens insapiens. 
So spoke the archaeologist. 
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Part H: An Ethnological Approach 


Culture, Structure And Sex 


In order to understand what is happening in the epoch of genderism and femi- 
nism, we have to go further than human and civilisational memory can go. 


The Human Stages Of Culture 


§ or a better understanding, let us describe the sequence of human culture and ci- 


vilisation. Human history has developed two different forms of society, which we 
describe as “culture” and “civilisation”. 


The older form is “culture”. It already existed among hominids. Its beginnings go 
back to the separation of hominids from the ancestor common to apes, when the 
first beginnings of sexual division of labour emerged. In “Culture And The 
Sexes”, reference was made to observations that already in chimpanzees male 
hunting yielded meat, which was sometimes exchanged for mating, i.e. passing 
sexual selection. 


From these animalistic beginnings, real exchange already developed in early ho- 
minids, for example the results of male hunting, which may have partly exhau- 
sted game (faster in spurts) with human endurance in running, as one theory 
suggests, or in any case (even if the theory just mentioned did not apply) later 
secured food to a good extent with traps or weapons, against the results of mostly 
female gathering of berries, roots and similarly discoverable foodstuffs..*’° 


These approaches to the division of sexes are as old as hominids, at least seven 
million years according to current knowledge. They had a major impact on 
human development, as did the increasing refinement of the division of labour 
and exchange structures that essentially constitute culture. The more diverse and 
comprehensive such structural complementarity and reciprocity, the better cared 
for all human beings are, the more they are relieved of worry, the more highly 
developed the culture. All modern division of labour, without which science, 
technology and industry would be impossible, has developed from the elementary 
division of the sexes, which was not a wise idea to abandon.*”” 


Family is also an ancient achievement of humans and hominids. But the nuclear 
family is unstable without a cultural exchange system at its core, which is 


316 Evidence, see e.g. "Culture And The Sexes" 
317 Evidence, see e.g. "Culture And The Sexes" 
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overlooked by conservatives today because they do not know the human stage of 
culture at all, only the evolutionarily negligible young one of “civilisation”. 
Without culture, there are problems despite intact nuclear families. Erin Pizzey 
reports loneliness because she could compare with ancient Asian culture. 
Children lack culture just as much; the best upbringing by parents cannot replace 
it. 


Culture characterises a state in which all members of the community or tribe pro- 
duce and exchange everything themselves, if possible. Money is not absolutely 
necessary. Work is not gainful employment in the modern sense. It does not bring 
money, or not primarily. Therefore, work is not “alienated” in the sense of left 
theory, but a personal exchange that gives identity and recognition, connects 
people directly, a social bond, which is how founding scientists also saw it before 
humanities science sank to leftist or feminist ideological propaganda. 


Marriages or relationships may have been permanent or intermittent, stronger or 
weaker, monogamous or polygamous (one man and several women) — these are 
all variations of the seven-million-year-old state of “culture”, which has become 
partially fixed genetically in humans because it has been the driving force 
throughout human evolution. Neither is it wise to suppress a basic force of human 
evolution and pass that off as “progressive”, when in fact we are reverting to the 
animal state, nor is it solely a matter of what is genetically anchored. For cultural 
achievements are also a great advance, important for life, just as language, which 
is also not genetically fixed. But the capacity for language and culture are equally 
typical features of our species, and their refinement is an essential feature of the 
higher development of humans. 


However, culture, as strong as it is - a collection of abstract structures based on 
difference, similar to language - also has disadvantages. Biological sexual 
selection by women gives them a biological preponderance, hinders the 
emergence of long-term stable states. (A large part of young people's energy goes 
into processes that have to do with selection instead of acquiring knowledge*"® 


318 «The children of the Kanaks are extraordinarily precocious. Even at a young age, 


they are next to, usually even above, adults in intelligence and mental alertness. 
The teacher at the Rabaul school told us that the coloured children learn and 
comprehend far better than the European children. But with the years of manhood 
there is a stagnation, often even a decline: the material impulses in them suppress 
and displace the intellectual activity. Then the white children move up and soon 
outstrip their coloured comrades by a great deal.» (A research trip in the 
Bismarck-Archipel, 1911, p. 170) 

This points to a neglect of learning as soon as sexual selection and related 
material issues become more important for young people. Today, our civilisation 
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and other state-bearing qualities). Culture regulates everything in an abstract way 
that is largely removed from human planning and change. Culture is precisely not 
a form of domination, as is wrongly assumed, but like language, an abstract 
structure that largely eludes attempts to exercise power. The more complex the 
structures with which the sexes are connected, the less scope intersexual selection 
has, the more the acquisition of knowledge and organisation can emerge, 
sublimating the competition for women to intrasexual selection in male groups. 
Such higher development of culture eventually enables the step towards 
civilisation. 


A stronger masculine counterbalance to the biological dominance of the feminine, 
more stability of the community and the possibility of state formation, thus in 
turn the possibility of changing conditions of nature through “reasonable” 
planning (whether to improve or worsen), offered the emergence of civilisation 
and the state. 


The two phenomena are likely to be related. States regulate through laws and or- 
dinances consciously devised by humans, which stands in sharp contrast to ab- 
stract, language-like structures of the preceding stage of civilisation. As little as a 
natural language was consciously devised by humans, so little was a culture — or 
culture even less so. For with today's scientific equipment, people could invent 
artificial languages such as Esperanto, or programming languages. However, a 
culture has never been consciously planned in history, which will present us with 
tremendous problems when it comes to clearing away the wreckage of feminism 
and rebuilding human culture, which gender mainstreaming has destroyed for the 
first time worldwide. It cannot be regenerated naturally in a few generations — 
centuries may not even be enough. It would be a pioneering achievement because 
this has never happened before. After feminist cultural revolution, we are thrown 
back to the state of the animal before the hominids split off seven million years 
ago. That ideology has thrown us back at least that far. 


When states enact laws, they naturally displace structures, customs, habits — the 
old culture — that have developed over long periods of time. Such laws, however, 


has crashed due to feminist deconstruction, male children and youth have bigger 
problems than in South Sea culture of that time. 

The above example is not an isolated case. Similar observations have been made 
in Africa: 

«Soon the parents cut off a little his pride. It was a well-known fact that black 
children developed much more rapidly than white children, learning all the basics 
game by game. “All of a fudden, that's it,” the father explained. "Nothing goes 
into a fifteen-year-old ... anymore.”» (Balder Olden, Madumas Father, 1928, p. 45 
— 46) 
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can never be shaped by as much experience as culture, tried and tested over 
millions of years, which is picked up by the infant like the sounds of language, 
learnt precisely not through conscious thought but in a much deeper, innate layer. 
Culture is a human need like language. 


But civilisation also has advantages over culture. For it opens up free spaces that 
do not exist in the traditions and habits of culture. Human reason and planning 
can only develop in civilisation — for better or worse. The entire development of 
science and technology was only possible within the framework of a civilisation. 
Of course, only in a civilisation was it possible to tip the environment, the outer 
nature and the inner nature of man out of balance as systematically as our 
civilisation has done. 


Civilisation (with reason and law) removed the boundaries of all human 
integration into natural regulatory connections. Economy and profit created 
unimagined wealth for some, poverty for others. They also created better life ex - 
pectancy, medical care, luxury and a variety of ways to live that are removed 
from natural conditions. Our advantages and conveniences, like our problems, 
were created by such dislocation. 


Civilisation is very unstable due to the displacement of all natural bindings and 
interrelations through short-lived and short-sighted laws, rules and regulations 
that already seem ridiculous, unjust and outrageous in a few generations. 
Whatever civilisations bring about due to the — in the long run — bungling 
intervention of humans is half-baked and will not go well for long. Therefore, the 
phase of civilisation is also a phase of great upheavals, of disappearance and 
collapse of civilisations that are displaced by others. 


According to Unwin, it may also play a role that all civilisations go through a 
cycle of rise to decay from within. In the beginning, there is the need to break 
free from the cultural state, which is stable in the very long term — isolated ethnic 
groups such as on the Andaman Islands may preserve their primeval culture for 
ten thousands of years — but which is also oppressive due to the biological 
dominance of the female in both animals and humans. Men gradually work their 
way out of this over generations in their male groups. They find more 
“reasonable” ways to organise themselves. The seed of a new form of civilisation 
and state emerges. 


Marriages are strengthened in the interest of a better and fairer balance. Mono- 
gamy (or a monogamy with rare polygamous exceptions) prevails because other- 
wise there is a rebellious male majority, cheated of a fulfilled love life, which 
rises up against the male minority of profiteers of female dominance. 
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Only when this conflict has been resolved can a stable civilisation and a stable 
state be built. It then forms stable and mostly monogamous marriages. Now the 
rise of the civilisation begins. Men can now research and work diligently without 
being robbed of the fruits of their labours or traded away as taken for granted. 
Inventiveness and labour pay off. Ownership conditions are created, for those 
who work diligently and assiduously, foregoing many of the pleasures and 
comforts of life that others meanwhile enjoy unconcernedly and lazily, want to be 
rewarded. The risk of failure is borne by the researcher. However, if his inventive 
spirit finds something new, he understandably wants to be rewarded for his 
efforts. Thus, social relations emerge, as we were used to until recently, with legal 
regulations, property relations. 


In particular, industrious researching and working men do not want the sweet 
girls in the meantime to fuck others who are lazy, but they themselves are passed 
over. Only when such nuisances are overcome can civilisation develop. 


With this, science and technology take off. Civilisation is on the rise. Initially, the 
sex balance is also better than in cultures, inventiveness and work can (partially) 
compensate for the biological female dominance for a while. 


But then something strange happens: The more men ease their hard lot through 
inventions, the more envious women become. Male solidarity does not exist, or is 
crumbling. Human's biological equipment begins to fight back: Namely, there is 
an innately skewed perception of man. Such a mechanism ensures preferential 
perception and treatment of children, mothers and women in general. In the state 
of nature, this is not a bad thing, because men are stronger and can therefore take 
care of themselves, at least in primates. But already in human culture, physical 
strength is tabooed as “violence”. Therefore, in humans there is no such (partial) 
counterbalance to female biological dominance, which in this form is 
unacceptable not only for women, but also for lower-ranking and weaker men, 
who would be excluded from a fulfilled life — this time not by sexual selection by 
women, but by the minority of high-ranking, strong men. 

So higher, non-violent compensatory mechanisms are needed. For the skewed 
perception otherwise ensures preference for women and discrimination against 
men, which is sharply reinforced by sexual selection. Innate preference for 
women is an adaptation to male strength that is presupposed by evolution. In the 
absence of such male strength and compensatory mechanisms, useful innate 
female preference becomes a harmful force that destroys the whole of 
civilisation. Without male strength and compensatory mechanisms for women's 
biological dominance, a majority of men would be excluded from ful filling lives. 
Equality? A modern phrase in contradiction to facts of biology. 
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In addition, there is a second innate — and strongly repressed from consciousness 
— mechanism that tries to exclude about 80 percent of men from reproduction as 
low ranking, by perceiving them unfairly negatively, thus denying them the 
possibility to complain about their exclusion, their hardships, their lot, which is a 
prerogative of children and women, as well as at most high-ranking men. If 
evolution allowed male losers to successfully complain, the whole system of 
evolution filtering “bad genes” through the male sex would collapse. 
Discriminatory perception of males is therefore a self-defence of evolution. 
Those who do not know these facts and do not make themselves aware of them 
will always be unfair to men. 


One culture was not quite balanced and a little oppressive to men, but settled 
everything in an exchange, which again relieved the pressure. In a civilisation 
based on repressing natural balance with abstract structures through enacted laws, 
the imbalance comes to light. In a culture there were “mythical” reasons for 
everything. Things were the way they are and no one was able to change them, 
neither men nor women. When Simone de Beauvoir and other feminists before 
and after her were upset about the last remnants of old cultural rules, this in no 
way caused a “liberation” of the biologically dominant woman, but rather 
destruction of the last remnants of culture that related both sexes, allowed 
feelings between them to mature and made exchange, mutuality and doing things 
for each other possible. In this manner, feminism massively increased the 
oppression of men, who have always been more burdened and have to fight for 
access to life, family and recognition, whereas women are recognised because 
they are. Women are at the centre of family and society because they are fertile. 


IIn a civilisation, things are regulated and changeable by humans. They no longer 
have a mythical foundation. Therefore, the innately skewed perception can now 
lead people astray, force them to make wrong decisions, cause more and more 
preference for women, suppress men more and more. Since men's perception is 
also innately skewed, men in a civilisation help in their own downfall. This 
repeats itself in every short-lived civilisation until its collapse, whereupon a new, 
as yet unspoilt civilisation takes over. 

A religion can slightly delay the downfall. It provides a religious basis for regula- 
ting sex relations, which in the original state of culture were mythically founded 
and regulated by abstract structures that were beyond the grasp of humans, that 
worked unconsciously and were learned in infancy and early childhood. 


But religions are also undermined by these processes and either disintegrate or 
are ideologised by this development. 
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In the end, every civilisation disintegrates because of the innately skewed percep- 
tion of sex relations and a resulting excess of female preference and male oppres- 
sion. 


Western civilisation, to its shame, has developed this process of destruction into a 
principle by which, in the course of feminism and gender mainstreaming, all 
cultures worldwide have been systematically fought and destroyed by state 
mandate. 


Anew type of dictatorship emerged. 


Let us now turn to older attempts at explanation. Joseph Unwin's differs in the 
following two points: 


First, the importance of complementary structures is not seen, and therefore all 
importance is attributed to the control of sexuality, which turns out to be wrong. 


First, the stage of traditional culture has been over for several millennia, displa- 
ced by first older, then more modern civilisations. Therefore, even traditional 
followers of civilisation are hardly aware of what human culture is and corres- 
ponds to our innate (genetic) heritage. Nor is the “cultural language” intuitively 
comprehensible, because it has long since been replaced by laws and rational 
rules. 

Feminism itself has delivered the last steps of this process of displacement of na- 
tural, evolved structures, thus completing the process of destruction. In doing so, 
however, civilisation destroyed itself, because even if it was not aware of it, it 
lived on the foundation of the earlier culture and thus the biological nature of 
humans. Throwing away individual elements of culture and replacing them with 
consciously planned decisions might still be acceptable. But what was initially 
beneficial became all the more harmful the more the foundation of nature and 
culture was damaged and thus lost its sustainability. 


The power of modernity to manipulate human beings at will culminates in the 
ideologies of feminism and genderism, and becomes completely destructive in 
these by suppressing what is fundamental and indispensable human nature. Also 
because of this process of destruction, contemporaries are too blinded to recog- 
nise an essential human universal, the complementary structures of the sexes. 


Without this, however, society breaks down and the nuclear family no longer 
functions. Even the best upbringing of traditional parents will no longer work. 
How many generations of eager parents have wanted to set a good example for 
their children and have been grieved because they failed to adopt their remnants 
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of culture and civilisation. Well, here is the explanation why this cannot succeed: 
Because children pick up the cultural structures from their environment, but only 
slightly from their parents. Likewise, they adopt the dialect of their environment. 
Thus, the isolated nuclear family is incapable of solving the problem. Sexual 
control, as suggested by Unwin, is also more likely to cause resentment among 
young people than to solve the problem. 

The answer is: cultural complementary structures of the sexes as in primeval 
times, the human phase of culture. They are the supporting element of life, even 
of later civilisations, which build on them and seal their own doom the moment 
they break this supporting foundation. 


Secondly, in the absence of structural analysis, everything is blamed on the con- 
trol of sexuality, which is a doomed programme. It would amount to a feminist 
world without sex identity, without any connection of the sexes, but with 
repressed heterosexuality. Any clairvoyant should foresee that this must fail and 
is of no use at all. 


Our model is otherwise consistent with Unwin's if we group together the three 
stages that Unwin sees as precursors to “rationalist” or “civilisations” as the stage 
of “culture”. Since we have a purely structural approach and analyse sexual 
complementarity, systems of exchange and reciprocity, religious or magical 
distinctions into “deistic”, “manistic” or “zoistic”, as Unwin makes them, have no 
meaning for us. For the existence of an abstract structure, it does not matter what 
mythical forces move people or not. The existence of structure alone counts, is 
value in itself. Just as the act of giving is essential, not the physical nature of the 
gift, neither the justification of the structure nor its exact form are important, but 
its existence as such gives identity and creates references between people. 
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An Old Ethnological Attempt at Explanation 


fn early approach was offered by the ethnologist Joseph Unwin. He divided 


societies — on the basis of the ethnological material available to him worldwide — 
dinto four levels: 


- Rationalistic (civilisations) 
- Deistic 

- Manistic 

- Zoistic 


From the bottom up, structures and thinking became more complex, according to 
Joseph Unwin. At the same time, control of sexuality increased, from which 
Unwin established a causal connection based on speculation and psychology, 
which amounts to the same thing in the state of affairs at the time. 


What Unwin, like most people, was not aware of is the fact of sexual selection 
and the impact of the pressure of female choice on lives and society. There is, as 
we know, a considerable difference between correlation and causation. 


Just as there have been significant differences of highly developed civilisations in 
the way they have dealt with sexuality, think for example of ancient Japan and 
ancient Thailand, which did offer widespread sexual opportunities in regulated 
niches not available in the traditional Occident, there have obviously been major 
differences at earlier stages. What Unwin found was a correlation, but not a 
causal relationship. If freer sexuality per se is supposed to mean the collapse of 
the cultural stage, then one or a few counter-examples are enough to disprove the 
claim: 


A cultural phenomenon that has nothing to do with today's sex industry was 
traditional Thai enjoyment of fun, also reported by a Thai-speaking minority of 
southern China. Enjoyment of pleasure did not prevent the Thai from building a 
kingdom and defending it for centuries against powerful neighbours, often in 
long heavy wars.*!? Unwin's claim that those who live without sexual restrictions 
for more than 100 years are overrun by better-controlled societies is refuted by 


39 Tn 2014, Thai Airways showed a monarchist film that invoked militant virtue 
even under occupation by foreign kings and featured sacrificially loyal men, but 
also a woman sacrificing in a feminine way. Both sexes were depicted in a 
surprisingly natural and ideology-free way for this feminist era. The structures of 
the sexes were intact in this view that was faithful to the monarchy. That was what 
made the culture strong and resilient, not repressive sexuality. 
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Thai fighters as much as by Japanese samurai warriors. So let's look for the real 
cause of the correlation found by Unwin. 


What decreased from the bottom to the top in the stages, which Unwin probably 
correctly recognised in the ethnological material, may therefore rather have been 
the decrease in sexual selection pressure through female choice as a causal 
connection instead of permissive sexuality. Why? As explained in chapter 4 of 
"Culture And The Sexes", a system of complementary structures and exchange 
between the sexes comparable to language characterised all cultures worldwide 
as a human universal. The more complex this became, the more people were part 
of a mutual exchange, which gave them identity, connected them to each other, 
allowed feelings between them to mature — and limited female choice and sexual 
selection to a tolerable level via the created connection and marriage rules, as 
described by ethnology, or cultural marriage initiation. In the classic ideal case of 
a lifelong faithful monogamous marriage without prior sexual intercourse, initia- 
ted as needed by parents, relatives or intermediaries*”°, intersexual selection 
would at least be largely eliminated, except for infidelity and deviant behaviour. 
As soon as there is fucking around, sexual selection explodes. 


Such a classical conception of monogamous faithful marriage admittedly required 
a restriction of sexuality, since "free" sexuality would annul this institution. Thus, 
around some corners, however, there is an indirect connection with the level of 
culture. The cause is cultural structure; sexual restraint a common but not univer- 
sal concomitant. 


The higher the cultural level*”', the more complex the social groups and cultural 
structures, and therefore the lower the intersexual selection pressure. In order for 
the cultural structures and the elimination of selection pressure to succeed, per- 
missive sexuality is sacrificed entirely or as much as necessary, depending on the 
cultural model. The lower the intersexual selection pressure, the more men could 
devote themselves to creative work and research. As long as they are subject to 
intersexual selection, the charming nonentity will seduce and impregnate women, 
while scientists working behind dusty atlases remain reviled, receive little love 
and hardly reproduce. But in a cultural exchange system, inventive men get their 
way, and even count for a lot because they have good contributions. When firm 
marriage and family are secured, they need not even worry about it any more, 
which initially gives the stage of civilisation another increase in progress.*”* 


320 with traditional Jewish families once e.g. the “Schadchen”. 


Whereas civilisation would be the highest layer where cultural structure starts to 
dissolve again because they are displaced by laws, conscious planning and in the 
end proto-feminist tendencies due to skewed perception. 
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(Before civilisation disintegrates from crooked perceptions that make it enact bad 
women-preferring laws and rules). 

Not, as outdated psychology thought, sublimation of sex drive by curbing 
sexuality, but liberation from direct competition for women unleashed the 
creative force that spurred all civilisations. Therefore, competition could take 
place sublimated at the scholar's desk (intrasexual selection) instead of carousing 
in the dive or “hanging out” at parties all night. It is the competition for women 
that is sublimated, not sexuality per se. 


This is important to understand, otherwise the explanatory models fail on the 
feminist waves, which worked both ways with means of disinhibition, such as 
genderism, which declares pretty much everything hitherto abnormal normal 
except heterosexuality (and currently sodomy, which also seems to be politically 
incorrect, which might be due to a connection between feminists and animal 
rights activists), or moral guardians such as the social purity movement. 
Feminists at least want to control male sexuality as tightly as possible, but often 
disinhibit female sexuality as much as possible, with some feminists classifying 
child abuse as “liberating” if and only if it was committed by women against 
children — see “vagina monologues” — but otherwise used it as a platform for agi- 
tation against a supposed “patriarchy” and for fictitious, false accusations to de- 
prive fathers of custody, which feminist counsellors advised. 

Feminist currents pursued both extremes — boundless sexual disinhibition (of 
women and invented minorities) and total sexual control (of ‘white heterosexual 
men’) — and cannot be pinned down to either extreme. The common denominator 
is the negation of masculinity, nature and culture. 

Those who, in the wake of Unwin, would focus on the control of (especially 
male) sexuality would find themselves allied with radical feminists and would 
therefore involuntarily promote the process of structural destruction. 


Today's feminism also mixes two logically contradictory currents: On the one 
hand, the increasingly high-level demonisation and criminalisation of male sexu- 
ality, which is presented as a constant threat to exclusively female choice, so that 
every desiring look, every joke, even factual objection to feminists is reinterpre- 
ted as “harassment” or even a new form of “rape”. (“textual violation” or “textual 
rape”) The control of everything that even “smells” of male sexuality has grown 
enormously, becoming a totalitarian oppression. At the same time, everything that 
can somehow be used against heterosexuality is disinhibited and declared normal. 
The list of newfound “sexualities” is long and growing rapidly — supporters of 
such sexual forms not only demand legality, which has long been a given — but 


32 Apart from the fact that only civilisation with its man-made laws and rules offers 
the possibility of rapid change and the implementation of inventions for which 
there would be no room in a traditional culture. 
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they want full social recognition as marriage and family, which fundamentally 
destroys the concept of marriage and family and the complementarity of the 
Sexes. 


So it would be futile to argue that feminists are disinhibiting sexuality that needs 
to be sublimated; just as it would be futile to accuse them of suppressing sexuall- 
ty that needs to be liberated. Fact is: feminist waves have done both in a dama- 
gingly one-sided and unjust way. The problem is feminist desire to manipulate 
sexuality in order to bend it, to form something separating both sexes out of a na- 
tural bond between the sexes. The common core is again enforcing and exaggera- 
ting female dominance e.g. through intersexual selection on the one hand and de- 
stroying cultural structures and everything male and natural on the other..*” 


If conservatives today want to argue with Unwin by associating feminists with 
sexual depravity that would cause us to fall back to the lowest of all cultural 
levels (“Hellfall and Hope: Why Our Civilisation is Collapsing...”), this has a 
kernel of truth, as so many critiques of feminism have for 150 years, but it is just 
as misguided as all previous critiques of feminism, which have always thought 
too short and failed because of it. The truth is more complex and worse. 


Unfortunately, the 1934 account is hardly useful today because it contains a 
clichéd view of the role of women that falls into the old mistake of confusing a 
society's outward appearances and self-dramatisation with its being and actual 
relations of dominance. The greater biological dependence of men on women 
remains invisible, whereas the counterbalance to this is recorded in a clichéd way 
that encourages feminist indignation. 


«According to Unwin, the expansion of the possibilities of sexual satisfaction 
was mainly due to the fact that none of the societies studied - in this the author 
sees another regularity - could ever maintain absolute monogamy in the long run. 
This was mainly due to the role and rights of women.»** (about: Joseph Unwin, 
Sex and Culture) 


“Role and rights of women” comes a little closer to the crux of the matter than 
“restriction of sexuality”. For as soon as there are proto-feminist dissolutions and 
developments, the bomb of biological dominance through (inter)sexual selection 
explodes, bringing down the beneficial effect of culture. Free sexuality is unob- 
jectionable and harmless as long as the structures of culture, including family, 
tules of pair-bonding, the continuance of marriages and the security of fatherhood 
°3 in other words “war against man, nature and culture”, see “Critique of Feminist 
Ideology” 

4 http://www.dijg.de/sexualitaet/joseph-unwin-sex-culture/ 
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in marriages are not softened or endangered and men are not subjected to the 
yoke of sexual selection. The sticking point is the cultural structure and sexual 
selection. 


«Absolute monogamy and the associated lack of rights for women had always 
been the reason for emancipation. With emancipation, Unwin also records the 
cultural decline in each of the societies studied, with a time lag. In doing so, he 
emphasises that it was not emancipation per se that led to cultural decline, but the 
consequences associated with it: namely, the expansion of sexual possibilities.»*” 
(about: Joseph Unwin, Sex and Culture) 


Again, interesting approaches are combined with a skewed view: Women were 
never without rights, but privileged in every culture, including legally. It is the 
male reproductive model that is suppressed in the interest of the monogamous 
family, not the female one. For the number of offspring increases with the 
number of fertile sexual partners in men, but not vice versa in women. Sexuality 
is biologically oriented towards reproducing as successfully as possible. This is a 
fact of evolution — those who do not reproduce or reproduce less successfully, 
their genes disappear. Therefore, it is the possibilities and opportunities of men 
that are more restricted than those of women. 


However, this has never really been consciously perceived, for several reasons: 
First, human vision is innately skewed. Secondly, it was a need of every historical 
society to wipe the “slate” of female biological dominance — and at the same time 
to satisfy women's instinctive claims to selection — through a show that depicted 
men as strong, victorious heroes who, in this self-portrayal, steered the destiny of 
the world. Therefore, the self-representation of earlier eras and cultures assigns 
more rights to men than they actually had and sees little in women; neither 
because women were without rights, for in fact they enjoyed privileges, nor be- 
cause they were misogynistic, but because it was needed for male counterbalance 
and attractiveness to women to present men as strong and independent of women. 
This not only made it possible to strike a tenuous balance with biological female 
dominance, but also provided the masculine prestige that women expect from 
men they select, to whom they are willing to grant social and even more so sexual 
access. 


We completely misunderstand the actual situation if we do not realise, firstly, the 
feminine side of dominance, secondly, the suppression of such facts from consci- 
ousness, and thirdly, that such representations are a show of courtship, which 
must not be confused with real dominance over women, but ensured balance and 


°° http://www.dijg.de/sexualitaet/joseph-unwin-sex-culture/ 
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permanence of society and at the same time also fulfilled feminine requirements 
like a courtship ritual. 


Above all, it is a mistake when Joseph Unwin shifts everything onto sexuality, ta- 
king emancipation (or protofeminism) out of the critique for it. Sexuality is natu- 
ral and harmless per se, as long as culture is not questioned. Protofeminist deve- 
lopment, however, means an abolition of the balance*”® of the sexes achieved by 
classical culture, a decay of cultural structures. But this is precisely where the 
problem lies. Today, in the age of genderism and new feminist waves, it is clear 
that eradication of all cultural complement and structure is at the heart of the 
agenda and the damage. 


Or, if we are stuck on the one issue of sexuality, what governs sexuality? Precise- 
ly, cultural structures that often control adult behaviour below the threshold of 
conscious perception and are learned just as intuitively by children, often even 
without the need for conscious planning or mediation by adults. If such structures 
do not exist, sexuality remains unregulated. Thus the structures are at the centre 
of the problem, not sexuality itself. But structures regulate much more than sexu- 
ality. They regulate all important areas of life. 


Therefore, it is not the “expansion of sexual possibilities” itself that is a problem. 
Unlike in the Occident of the same era, where such a thing was unthinkable, in 
ancient Japan, a very strictly standardised and long-term stable society with 
strongly codified behaviour, there was nevertheless a variety of accepted sexual 
relations between the sexes in certain designated niche areas, which would be 
simplified and not quite correct to equate with prostitution. These niches some- 
times had artistic features and functions that radiated into social cultural life. Old 
Thailand was also a counter-example before a sex industry developed there in the 
wake of the Vietnam War. 


Instead, the problem is the (proto-) feminist development itself and loss of struc- 
tures, which inflates sexual selection into destructive female dominance... With 
this addition, Unwin's following observation becomes correct again: 


«The cultural condition of any society in any geographical environment is deter- 
mined by the past and present methods of regulating the relations of the sexes to 
each other.” 15»*?’ (Joseph Unwin, Sex and Culture) 


6 More precisely: an approximate equilibrium in which women continue to be 


privileged 


*7 http://www.dijg.de/sexualitaet/joseph-unwin-sex-culture/ 
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The Correct Structural Explanation 


Co understand what really happened, we need to look at the disappearance of 


complementary structures. Parents will know originally selfish feelings of child- 
ren who develop and mature by recognising limits (structure) and by taking their 
own responsibility in the family (reciprocity). 


Both children and the human species and its culture developed through the ex- 
pression of structures. The beginnings are biologically given: Involuntarily, even 
infants pay special attention to members of their own sex and prefer to play in 
groups of their sex because that is important to them. Even more important are 
the culturally derived rites and rules that make reciprocity and exchange possible 
in the first place. 


Where there are no differences, there can be no exchange, because there is no- 
thing to exchange. Logical. 


Where there are no differences, there can be no complementarity, and thus no res- 
ponsibility between the sexes. This means, among many other problems, that 
egoistic “I-want-to-have” sentiments cannot mature into empathy, helping, 
sympathy. For that, the other is needed, and a reference to the other, a reciprocity, 
an exchange. 


Feminism is also based, at its core, precisely on this short-circuit: instead of lo- 
ving men for being men, for the work they do and the fruits of which they bring 
into the family, instead of loving them for the success they have laboriously 
worked for or won in order to be noticed by women, to be accepted as men and 
fathers, instead of rejoicing in the gifts they bring into the cultural exchange and 
the effort they make for them, they are envied and hated. “I want to be the same!” 
“Why am I not like a man!” “I want to have that too!” “I want to have that 
myself!” 


They want to have everything themselves, without a diversion via the man. What 
has been drilled into us for several generations as ‘politically correct’ dogma, 
even as a state doctrine, what is now interpreted as “reprehensible in character” — 
which was originally nothing more than a radical feminist fantasy — turns out on 
logical examination to be a very decisive mistake that has ruined our entire 
culture. 

How it is divided, while not arbitrary because the sexes are different, is relatively 
flexible. It is not the gift itself but the act of giving that is decisive, as the 
ethnologist Marcel Mauss already knew in “Essai sur le Don” (“The Gift’). 
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If everyone has everything themselves, there is no structure, no exchange, no re- 
ciprocity, no gift. By no longer being male or female, a task ceases to be an ex- 
change gift for others and the meaning of the activity changes. For now it is 
actually done only for oneself, no longer for others. It no longer exists as a con- 
nection of the sexes. 


It all began long before feminism. Traditional, naturally evolved forms seemed to 
be impeding when humans began to rearrange the world in conscious planning, 
wanting to do everything better than nature and tradition. This failed in areas 
where modern humans did not know what they were doing. We were not aware 
of the importance of cultural structure. The relations of the sexes are subject to an 
innately quite skewed perception; in order to protect this evolutionarily (once) 
sensible mechanism, the fact of skewed perception is suppressed from 
consciousness. This is why humans have been able to keep sawing away at the 
branch they are sitting on without noticing the mistake before they fell down. 
Cultural structures that support our lives correspond to this branch. 


Naturally grown culture seemed to be impeding when it became profitable to 
dispose of natural work in the circle of family and culture and replace it with 
industrial production that could be bought for money. We paid dearly for such 
profits through human losses of culture and happiness. 


Capitalist production, the technical revolution and the Enlightenment, marked by 
the spirit of misandry (see: “The Immoral Sex”), had begun to dissolve cultural 
structures. With this, the feelings that structures mediate also disappeared. This 
made the classic feminist misunderstanding possible. “I want it for myself!”, 
which tends to make the man superfluous. For “emancipation” logically means 
“autonomy”, which makes the man financially and socially superfluous. 


Not only did women, as soon as the structures between the sexes — and with them 
the connecting forces and feelings between the sexes — dissolved, want to have 
everything themselves that had been the task of men, but they also refused to do 
what was the task of women. This is not a matter of men being comfortable and 
not being able or willing to do it themselves. Not at all. Nor is it about the exact 
division of labour and care. It is about the survival of culture, the survival of 
mutuality. If women as a group no longer do and feel anything for men as a 
group, culture collapses. We do not fall back to the lowest level of culture (zoism 
in Unwin's book) but to the animal kingdom, because culture based on sex 
complementation is a human universal whose complete destruction is the progra- 
mme of feminism and genderism. 
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It is about reciprocity itself. It is about feelings that mature for mutuality. The in- 
dividual activity is irrelevant in comparison. Feminism destroys culture. We 
should at least understand what constitutes it in order to heal damage. (I refer you 
to chapter 4 of «Culture And The Sexes”) 


It would be misguided to protest against gender mainstreaming only because of 
its agenda of early sexualisation of children. As alarming and bad as this is, re- 
ceptivity for critique of feminism probably only arises when women, the biologi- 
cally dominant group, rebel against their own ideology of oppression out of 
feminine interest. But that's inherent in the system and will never solve the core 
problems. This would require a complete liberation of men, giving them back 
their dignity and tasks, in full, and apologising to them without reservation for the 
insanity of feminist ideology. 


Instead, current criticism of “genderism” is often the view of “strong” mothers, 
“strong” in the sense of: they do not necessarily need a man, and decide such 
significant questions independently and “emancipated” — which in plain language 
means that men have little or no significance, continue to be made functionally 
superfluous.** Such “strong” mothers now realise that their own children are 
being made sick by genderist sexual confusion on behalf of the state in schools. 
Their protest is justified and important, but does not solve the core problems, 
could even be an inner-feminist issue. Apart from neglecting men, the view of 
sexuality is shortened, which hides central questions. 


A core problem, besides female power of sexual selection and skewed vision, has 
been the disintegration of cultural structures between the sexes — even heterose- 
xuality itself is now fought against. By now mandating mixed-sex groups legally, 
constitutionally, politically and morally, human biology becomes destructive 
instead of constructive. As research has shown, women feel uncomfortable when 
opinions they dislike are expressed, which is why they very often call for such 
opinions to be banned, i.e. censorship, or do not buy publications that dare to 
print opinions they dislike, which, with a by majority female buying public, 
reliably suppresses non-feminist opinions and amounts to a silent, unremarkable 
boycott. After all, women have and always have had the most purchasing power, 
while men have been busy building the wealth. Boycott lawsuits have also 
existed since the first wave.*” 


38 Even a leading gender critic leaves her husband for a political comrade-in-arms 


like Frauke Petry, then with the AfD. There is no question of restoring traditional 
family and femininity. 
39 See Ernest Belfort Bax, 1913 
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The freedom of expression men worked and fought for therefore perished when 
feminism broke complementarity and demanded membership in once-male 
groups as a “women's right”. But as long as the groups are mixed-sex, both 
women and men no longer have a social sexual exchange. Women, however, still 
have the great trump card of selection, pregnancy and motherhood, which is why 
they manage without an exchange gift. This is not true for men — they are now 
left without anything. Moreover, men's social behaviour is different, more 
competitive, because for 750 million years they have had to compete for the 
favour of women due to female choice. 


Under natural conditions, such difference of both sexes was not a problem; cul- 
ture has made it useful and fruitful. The gendered, sex-neutral feminist mess, on 
the other hand, logically creates problems: Women feel badly treated simply 
because manners are and must be harsher in male domains. Therefore, women 
feel “oppressed”; instead of realising their mistake, which was to listen to 
feminist ideological phrases, they once again call on feminist ideology for help 
and demand preferential, special treatment to cure their purely “subjectively 
perceived” disadvantage, which has never existed and does not exist. In fact, 
women have always been privileged and are more so today than ever before. It is 
their perception that is different, misinterpreting male behaviour as much as 
biological, social and political conditions. 

Many want the level of female privilege and special protection they were used to 
at home also at work, which gives them enormous advantages over colleagues, 
whereas their skewed perception is that they are “disadvantaged” — all because 
female biological nature does not fit groups where men work and compete. 


In order to feel comfortable, women change the behaviours of men they dislike in 
now mixed groups, which suppresses the nature of male members and hinders 
their creativity. Likewise, they suppress freedom of expression the moment they 
“conquer” areas for themselves and join in with men. In both all-male and all- 
female circles that worked together in an exchange, there were hardly any such 
problems. 


But more than that, the basic principles of science, such as objectivity, avoidance 
of emotion and partisanship, have been systematically overturned and turned into 
their radical opposite. Universities and research have become centres of radical 
ideology, which has corroded all subjects with women's and gender pseudo 
research. They have caused worse destruction than opponents of earlier feminist 
waves could have imagined in their wildest nightmares. 


Even outside the feminist sphere, there is an ever-growing plethora of pseudo- 
subjects devoted to pseudo-problems and pseudo-questions that have nothing to 
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do with exact, value-free science as classically defined, and all the more to do 
with “politically correct” opinions, hysteria and mass psychosis, and other inseri- 
ous questions, but which zeitgeisty profeminist voices like to hail as “enriching 
diversity”. Diversity? All the cultures of the world have perished, an enormous 
diversity of real, viable ways of life! Only feminist-gendered uniformity remains 
worldwide. 


According to Unwin, such a process of self-destruction is said to have taken place 
in all civilisations and led to their downfall; unless they had already been 
displaced or defeated by others before internal self-destruction through proto- 
feminist processes could take place. It was left to the Occident to take this 
process of destruction ideologically to extremes, to elevate it to a principle that 
was immediately prescribed for the whole world, and to demonstrate how not to 
do it. The only useful thing would be to serve as a deterrent example of how not 
to do it. 
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Part I: What To Do 
Lost Knowledge: The Supplementary Structures 


Sor the distant past of mankind tens of thousands of years ago, there were once 


hardly any unambiguous sources that would have given a clear picture of the way 
of life. For this reason, prehistory was the subject of myths and the plaything of 
ideologies that also interpreted their world into the past. This changed abruptly in 
recent years when progress was made in decoding the human “programme code”, 
the genes that also control the reading out of information, which is why the same 
gene sequences need by no means have the same result if they are read out 
differently or at a different time. The same code for a man and a woman does not 
necessarily mean that it is used in the same way. 


It became possible to construct human family trees back into the distant past, 
whereby it turned out that in the last 60,000 years alone, four to five times as ma- 
ny women have reproduced as men. Except for a brief recent period of monoga- 
mous advanced civilisation, which reduced the imbalance somewhat, though not 
eliminated it, almost all fertile women were demonstrably at the centre of family 
and perpetuation of their genes, whereas only a small fraction of men managed to 
do so. Access was difficult for men, even impossible for a large majority for life, 
whereas it was not a problem for women. 


From this follows with exact science, from clear, verifiable sources: Men have 
been oppressed since time immemorial, whereas women have been strongly 
favoured. Feminists' claims to the contrary were based on “sensing and reading 
into” myths, subjective-emotional “feelings of concern” and an innately skewed 
perception. Exact data on the one hand, nebulous and highly ideologised surges 
of feeling on the other, misled by innate skewed perception. 


It is clear, based on biological facts, that not only men but also male sexuality 
was repressed, whereas female sexuality was and (to an ideologically exaggerated 
extent) still is the standard model of cultures and societies. The family originally 
served to make it easier for women to raise their children, to provide for them 
during pregnancy, suckling and upbringing, and to favour them, from which a 
general female privilege for women emerged: Daughters who are future mothers 
as well as grandmothers who with their experience assist their daughter who is a 
mother. Restrictions on sexuality were meant to reinforce this female model. 


The male model of reproduction, in which the number of offspring increases with 
the number of female sexual partners — which is not the case for women — was 
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never a model of equal rank, but at best tolerated with restrictions as long as the 
family was not disturbed. 


If there is talk of liberation or equal opportunities, there should have been talk of 
liberation of men, who since time immemorial have had to shoulder female privi- 
lege through harder and longer work, greater dangers and risks, and dependence 
on biological female dominance through sexual selection that excluded a majority 
of men, on average 80 percent, from procreation. 


With such inequality and imbalance grossly exacerbated by feminism, we should 
now be talking about how to achieve liberation of men from hundreds of 
thousands years of oppression, more happiness and fulfilment in life for all, man 
and woman alike, more balance between the unequal sexes. But it is too early for 
that, because the intellectual basis for a meaningful debate has not yet been 
worked out. We are still trapped in the closed feminist worldview that the 
previous four volumes of “The Two Sexes” proved to be wrong already in all 
basic assumptions, moreover in the current views and ways of thinking that are 
already conceptually wrong. Words, terms, choice of topics, approaches, choice 
of data and basic goals — everything is based on feminist ideology across the 
board and is fundamentally wrong. We are not even in a position to have a 
meaningful debate, even after volumes | to 4 of “The Two Sexes”, which have 
already broken down some walls of the closed feminist worldview. Even my 
literary series “The Power of Female Choice”, which provides illustrative 
material, is not sufficient for this. The same applies to the series of “hippie 
books”, which deals with youth protests against a society that has become 
unnatural. 


Before we can begin a meaningful debate, we not only need to strip away any 
residue of feminist ideology, which will take generations, but above all we need 
to understand how the culture that was completely eliminated by the Cultural 
Revolution functioned. This is unknown to contemporaries; even those few 
“value conservatives” who look to the Western past are blind on this point. As 
shown by testimonies of distant centuries, e.g. Kucklick's “The Immoral Sex”, 
misandry existed as a fundamental, formative consensus of the Occident several 
centuries before the feminist waves of the last 150 years, which merely further 
radicalised an already entrenched prejudice, a skewed view that had long since 
become canonical, and developed it into a modern ideology. At this point, the 
view ends at the universities of established “science” that have become feminist. 


However, this does not allow us to recognise or even heal any damage that goes 
beyond what we ourselves have experienced. For centuries, people have individu- 
ally experienced losses caused by the structural loss of sex relations, put up some 
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arguments that seem coherent within the context of the previous state, but come 
too late to maintain that state. Later, such arguments either no longer work, or 
even embarrass, as soon as the new state, which has become one further stage 
more feminist, is felt and experienced as normality, because the previous, 
somewhat more natural and somewhat less feminist, has been forgotten. So it 
went on from stage to stage, from generation to generation. Such arguments could 
never win, were overrun and overtaken by the progressing aberration. This 
repeated itself with each wave. Even populists of today, who have high sales 
figures of their books, make very similar mistakes as populists of the 19th 
century, when there was already talk of a “silent majority” of opponents of 
feminism (mostly women), just like the “silent majority” of the 1970s, which was 
then hushed up by media to disappear. 

In the 19th century, “unfemininity” of feminists*° was pointed out just as it was 
in the 1960s and 1970s during the second feminist wave**', and today by voices 
surrounding MGTOW during the third feminist wave. We can extend the 
argument into the past, and already identify in 18th century proto-feminists 
(Wollstonecraft, for example) an at least partially “lesbian” or “transgendering” 
disposition, claimed by today's feminists, as the core of her discontent and proto- 
feminist rants. The argument need not be entirely false, but regularly fails again 
with each feminist wave. For even if it was true for some or many of the founding 
feminists, if the postcards of the 19th century were partly true as cartoons of 
today might partly be, it is still not a good argument. For one thing, it gets 
personal, doesn't get to the idea. Secondly, this idea has long since spread to 
many others, first women, then also men, for whom it does not apply. The idea 
can neither be refuted nor fought with such representations. Thus, its 
consequential damage cannot be prevented. 


Other mistakes were also regularly repeated in every feminist wave, whereby the 
opponents of the ideology perhaps did not even realise they were part of a long 
process. Criticism was always partial; earlier feminisms were seen as justified, 
only the current new feminism as unjustified because they had “lost sight of 
reality” and had “become radical”. This is nonsense; all feminist waves were in 
equally militant opposition to the reality of their time, were just as radical and 
destructive. What had changed was only the progressive destruction of culture — 
which, unfortunately, was now perceived distorted due to the centuries of 
misandry and skewed vision embedded in our civilisation, and had long been 


330 Feisty spinsters and men made into cuckolds were caricatured on postcards of the 


time 
A classic at the time was Annabelle by Reinhard Mey, 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=029RscqsNLk 
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increasingly displaced by ongoing processes of power-grabbing by the nation- 
state and the economy. 


Therefore, to move forward, to understand, to comprehend what has happened, to 
have any basis at all on which debates can make sense and have an outcome, we 
need to understand what culture was, has been, or is, lost to the West for so many 
hundreds of years. 
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The Essence of Culture 


Y. gained a first insight into the topic in the fourth chapter of “Culture And 


The Sexes”, where the basics were presented. We now need to go into this in 
more depth. 


Even at the youngest age, infants show a special reaction to people of their own 
sex. They begin early on to preferentially engage with their own sex group, 
whose rules and forms it is biologically important for them to learn. This seems 
to begin before the acquisition of the sounds of language. But however this may 
be — future research will clarify such questions — it is obvious that both sex 
groups and language are learned very early, before intellectual understanding 
would be possible, as the well-known linguist Noam Chomsky pointed out. In 
both cases, it is a matter of learning abstract structures that are grasped by an 
innate learning process before there is the mental maturity to understand them 
consciously. A small child learns differently from adults. Therefore, the claim that 
“role clichés” — or analogously “language clichés” — are imposed on the child by 
“prejudiced parents” is likewise nonsensical. On the contrary, these are 
unconscious natural processes, the disruption of which constitutes a serious and 
harmful interference. It is gender ideologues who are trying to impose something, 
and no one but them. Moreover, what gender neutralisers impose is highly 
damaging. 


Without (mostly binary) difference, there would be no possibility of having car- 
riers of meaning in the continuum of possible sounds, distinguishable phonemes, 
which we endow with meaning and significance, from which syllables, words, 
concepts, from which sentences emerge with the help of equally abstract rules. 
Without distinctions, there would be no language and thus no possibility of 
communication between people. Culture functions in a similar way. Culture also 
uses (binary) difference to give meaning to the sexes, from which family, social 
groups and division of labour first developed in the course of evolution, as has 
been proven by a multitude of scientific disciplines: Archaeology, Anthropology, 
Ethnology and early Sociology, before it was hijacked by radical left and feminist 
ideology. This was demonstrated in “Culture And The Sexes” using original 
sources from those sciences. 


It is therefore erroneous to claim that what is not innate can be changed at will. 
This is a classic error of logic in ignorance of human nature, an error of thought 
on which programmes are based that have been elevated to state doctrine and 
internationally prescribed doctrine by a radical, cultural-revolutionary ideology. 
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For neither language nor culture are innate in their respective forms. What is 
innate, however, is that we can, want and must learn language and culture, that 
they are important for our lives. They are indispensable. Those who cheat 
children of these things mutilate them and the entire generation and society. 


Babies automatically begin to pick up the sounds of their environment and form 
the phonetic system of their language from them. Grammatical rules are formed 
just as easily. This learning process occurs on its own, long before a conscious 
understanding would be possible of what they are learning and doing. 


Since the boundaries between sounds are different in all languages, we have an 
accent later on when we learn a foreign language, after the window of opportuni- 
ty for this early learning has closed — because in every language there are, strictly 
speaking, different sounds, but they fulfil a very similar function. The ability to 
learn such structural language systems is innate, and so is the need for language. 


The same applies to culture. Even before the infant stammers its first sounds, it 
begins to orient itself to its own sex group. Early on, he begins to develop 
specific behaviour. This difference is just as innate and necessary as language. 


Genderists are doubly mistaken: the need to form sex differences, innate and 
important for human development and maturation. To deny and fight such 
differences is to mutilate and rape human nature..*” 


But sexual difference is also a signifier of culture, even where it is malleable and 
not innate, because the cultural system, like the linguistic, is an innate human 
necessity and capacity. In other words, whether certain characteristics are innate 
or not is not decisive — genderists are wrong on both counts, dangerously 
misunderstanding human nature as well as culture. Acquired differences are also 
important foundations of human life and culture. 


Genderists are in extreme contradiction to facts of life and biology. Regarding 
demonstrably innate gender differences, I refer to the literature. [e.g. Spreng & 
Seubert] Pronounced, yet absolutely necessary and culturally meaningful 
differences are discussed in chapter 4 of “Culture And The Sexes”. 


Although language is based on even more arbitrary foundations and differences 
than sex, fortunately no one has ever had the idea of wanting to ban language as 
“oppression” and to have it banned internationally, from the United Nations to the 
European Union to national laws, because there should not be a difference of 


32 See Manfred Spreng, Harald Seubert, “Rape of Human Identity: On the Fallacies 
of Gender Ideology” 
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sounds, the “binary difference” between the sound “t” and the sound “p” would 
be an oppression. Rather in future the unbroken continuum of all intermediate 
forms between “t” and “p” must be recognised with equal rights, any use of this 
binary difference must be prohibited in state, profession and social life. Every 
person should be free to choose which sound he or she likes best at that moment. 


Logically, communication would then no longer be possible, because language 
can only exist because the language community agrees on its basic sound diffe- 
rences and linguistic rules so that the listener can decode and understand the 
speaker's message. The abolition of difference means the abolition of any possibi- 
lity of understanding. 


The same applies to sexual difference, on which all human culture is founded, 
which is a human universal that we have in common with all hominids, which is 
therefore about 7 million years old, having existed since the time when hominids 
split off from the family tree shared with chimpanzees. Like the sounds or 
phonemes of language, sexual difference is also meaning-bearing. Without 
difference, there is no meaning. 


Sexual difference would therefore be necessary even if it were not innate but ac- 
tually, as genderists assume, culturally or socially constructed, because only this 
difference makes culture and a cultivated coexistence possible — which has now 
largely disappeared. On top of that, however, sex is to a large extent innate and 
both sexes are clearly different. 


Levelling out the sexes is therefore by no means a bliss for humanity, as gender 
ideologists suggest, but a radical destruction of culture, which has an even more 
disastrous effect than if we let children grow up speechless, cheated out of 
learning human sounds, letters, syllables, words and sentences, thus cheated out 
of the possibility of human understanding. Culture, however, is — or more 
precisely was, as long as it still existed — a social language, a structure that 
connects both sexes and people in general. By letting an uprooted generation 
grow up sex-neutrally gendered, we cheat them out of a human universal, the 
culture that has developed out of the sexual division of labour and mutual care. 
Instead of “bliss”, this is a high-grade mutilation that produces a cultureless 
epoch, thrown back to the level of the animal, cheated of the most important 
factor for fulfilled human life. Future generations will curse us for this as soon as 
the ideological propaganda has exhausted itself and the consequential damage 
becomes visible. 


But then it will be too late. The destructive work of the genderists will have done 
its work worldwide and erased all human culture, the rich heritage of humanity, 
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from the face of the earth. Only texts like these, which explain to the descendants 
of the cultural catastrophe how culture worked, can then bring salvation and 
redemption from the suffering that the genderist cultural revolution is imposing 
on our children and children's children. 


All division of labour in human beings arose from that of both sexes, which was 
in the interest of the woman, who wanted to be cared for and protected by the 
man from danger during pregnancy, suckling and child rearing. 

All physical and psychological sex differences, furthermore family and cultural 
structures which assign tasks to both sexes, originated from the female need and 
the effect of sexual selection in the course of evolution, which is a female 
dominance area: sexual selection is exercised by the female members of the 
species and often only allows a fraction of the male members of the species to 
pass on their genes, which triggers a strong competitive pressure on the male 
side, which made the emergence of a male dominance hierarchy necessary. That' 
s how it is with animals and humans. 


Not, as feminists and genderists thought, a “mythical male power”; nor a fantasy 
“patriarchy”, but female dominance through sexual selection created all sex 
differences in animals as well as humans except for the primary sex organs 
themselves. As always, feminist propaganda is not only inane and false, but the 
opposite of the truth. Likewise, the sexual division of labour emerged from this 
female dominance through sexual selection: even in chimpanzees, it happens that 
male chimpanzees share hunted meat with female chimpanzees in order to gain 
sexual access to a fertile female in heat, which they would otherwise be denied. 
Later, this developed into a genuine cultural exchange system in which female 
hominids also contributed food, such as collected fruits and roots. 


Similarly, the cultural systems that evolved from basic sexual division of labour, 
as already rudimentarily recognisable in chimpanzees, arose from female 
pressure by sexual selection on males — a biological fact of evolution. Feminists 
have regularly asserted the exact opposite of scientific facts, subjectively, biased, 
emotionally, with feelings of consternation and myths, and, what is worse, due to 
innate cavalier attitudes and female privilege, feminist fairy tales have always 
been believed, elevated to state doctrine, enshrined internationally in agreements, 
instead of soberly consulting science and then completely dismissing feminist 
nonsense. Instead, universities, once strongholds of the mind, became hotbeds of 
ideology and pseudoscience. The mind has moved on, gone underground. 
Reasonable research hardly takes place at taxpayer-paid institutions any more, at 
least not in subjects infected by the virus of feminism — all except mathematics, 
science and technology, but even in these subjects, there is as much gendering as 
possible. 
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Enough of this. Although the formation of natural sex differences in hominids 
and humans was shaped by the pressure of female sexual selection, which dic ta- 
ted direction and characteristics, and in the same way the formation of sex 
complementary structures and the family was in the interest of women and 
shaped by sexual selection, there was also a certain degree of compensation: by 
having their own domains, men were able to gain influence in these and thus 
counterbalance the biological dominance of the female sex. The innate female 
preference that makes us perceive women more positively is just as much a part 
of this as the mechanism, discussed in other chapters, that men are perceived less 
favourably the lower their rank. 


In animals and humans, lower-ranking males are not supposed to reproduce evo- 
lutionarily, or only a little. Thus, “unsuccessful genes” are sorted out via the man, 
but not via the woman. To prevent men from subverting this exclusion by asking 
for sympathy or help when they have lost the battle for rank and prestige, or have 
been rejected when flirting, an evolutionary self-protection kicks in — unfairly 
poor perception of the loser ensures that we do not feel sympathy and don't help 
him. 

By pushing the reputation of men as low as possible, especially the prestige of 
critics of feminism, feminists triggered this innately disadvantageous perception 
towards men, especially of critics of feminism. This is also a reason why so much 
incredibly fierce gloating hits any man who dares to criticise feminism. It's why 
my book cycle on being rejected is so much more violently reviled today than it 
was in the 1980s, because the reputation of men and critics of feminism has been 
further crushed since then, triggering an evolutionary mechanism that suppresses 
any legitimate complaint. 


There can be no improvement until these facts are recognised, and in particular 
the cynical defamation of critics as “losers” is stopped:A person who is a “loser” 
may be very successful in life, only to have been degraded to a loser by girls 
through rejection for nonsensical reasons. Those who are unfairly degraded to 
“loser” deserve support and sympathy, not gloating and rejection. Those who so 
cynically defame victims of their own empathy disorder are conjuring up a 
revolution. 


Women, however, can be mothers and are therefore important for the rearing of 
children, the future of the tribe. Therefore, women are automatically perceived 
favourably, their demands fulfilled, so that the children do well and the tribe lives 
on. Therefore, we also fulfil completely absurd, extremely unjust and highly 
harmful demands of feminists, which destroy our entire culture and civilisation 
and plunge society into free fall. This stupid misbehaviour has biological causes. 
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That is why children and women are allowed to complain but men are not. Com- 
plaints by children and women are heard immediately, however unjust they may 
be. Men are not allowed to complain because otherwise male losers might 
reproduce and upset the system of evolution. 


So we mock men even when their grievances are justified, do not listen, and don't 
meet their demands. This stupid malpractice also has biological causes. Feminism 
has exploited these circumstances to the full. 


Feminism of all waves was equally misguided, based on an innate privilege for 
women — including in our perception — and increased the problems and imbalance 
of society. The usual myopic gaze of contemporaries considers everything normal 
that it is accustomed to, sees only new damage created by contemporary 
feminism, but not the damage already present in its childhood. Therefore, all 
contemporaries of all waves believed that their accustomed world was the 
“normal” one, that the feminism currently underway had lost “its sense of 
reality”, whereas earlier feminisms had been justified. That's how it was with all 
waves. All generations have believed this. Posterity will have a similar 
experience, and it will be crucial for readers of this book to escape this 
misconception, otherwise all other fallacies will not be discovered either. Many 
believe themselves to be the goal of history, normality and the just state of affairs. 
This is not so. In fact, feminism was a process of destruction that progressed over 
generations, increasingly destroying culture and uprooting people. 


As uncomfortable as it may be to overcome the countless denigrations as suppo- 
sedly “regressive” and “sinister” and so on, it is absolutely necessary to free 
ourselves from it, to recognise the progressive process of destruction as such and 
above all — to rebuild a human culture of the sexes. Without this, nothing will 
function properly, not even the nuclear family. As long as the delusion continues, 
there can be no healing. Delusion is to believe women were disadvantaged and 
any feminism of any time was justified. Delusion is not recognising the loss of 
culture as loss. 


How Culture Functioned 


6, how did culture function, the human universal of all epochs and cultures be- 
fore the feminist catastrophe? 


To answer these questions we have to go far back, because the process of destruc- 
tion in the Occident is many centuries old. The feminist waves did not invent this 
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process of destruction, but are themselves only a consequence, although they 
have exaggerated the process in a militant, radical and hateful way, elevated it to 
an ideology and developed it into a closed world view. But the components of the 
catastrophe have been at work since at least the 18th century (Kucklick, “The Im- 
moral Sex”) or much longer. (see previous chapters) 


It will not be enough to draw on one's own childhood experiences, on the tiny 
section of this long aberration that individuals themselves have witnessed. Resis- 
tance to all the feminist and proto-feminist waves of the past has always failed 
because of such “short-term conservatism”, because it is too short-sighted. With- 
out understanding the underlying process, the long-term shifts and their causes, 
the same mistakes are repeated again and again in each generation and in each fe- 
minist wave, with the cultural and human damage becoming worse and more ca- 
tastrophic from each (proto-) feminist wave to the next. 


Nor will it be enough to keep the nuclear family together again, because without 
cultural complementary structures the family will not function well. Ethnolo- 
gically, I would even consider the cultural structures, which no longer exist at all 
in the Occident, more important than the family. 


Nor will it be enough, or even help, to control sexuality, as some conservatives 
are considering, for example, citing the ethnologist Unwin and his work from the 
1930s. It is not sexuality but loss of structure that is at the heart of the problem. 
There are relatively permissive, yet very traditional, conservative and long-term 
stable cultural societies, such as that of ancient Japan or ancient Thailand (before 
the emergence of a sex industry as a result of the Vietnam War). These societies 
were permissive — in fixed rules — but had stable forms. On the other hand, form- 
less societies disintegrate and fall into chaos, and even regimentation of sexuality 
does not help them. 


Now that we have realised that neither the nuclear family alone nor sexual re gi- 
mentation can solve the problem, we finally come to a description of what culture 
is and should be. It is not a description of occidental civilisation. Nor is it a de- 
scription of our past. It is a description of the mechanisms that are common to all 
cultures and of the possibilities that arise from them, even if they are not used by 
all cultures. 


Even feminist anthropology could not deny that different roles of the sexes are a 
human universal, in matriarchies as well as in patriarchies. (see “Culture And The 
Sexes”, chapters 3 and 4) In some matriarchies these role differences are even 
particularly strict and insurmountable; a reference to this was deleted by feminist 
censors on Wikipedia. 
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What was the cultural and human significance of the sex groups and their roles? 


As we can notice in infants, who already react particularly to members of their 
own sex and later tend to form sex groups, this is innately important to them. Dif- 
ferent groups enable different behaviour. This still partly has to do with innate 
differences; later we will deal with the great importance of purely cultural or so- 
cial differences. 


In groups with girls or women, boys or men must show consideration for them. 
For while boys and men are hit by the hardship of life, since they have to prove 
themselves under dangers and hardships, so that evolution allows unsuccessful 
genes together with their male carriers to be discriminated against by women and 
thus make them disappear, girls and women are used to preferential treatment and 
facilities and instinctively demand them. 


As long as there are two separate sex groups, these innate differences do not dis - 
turb; on the contrary, a division of roles useful for society as a whole can emerge 
from them. If, however, due to feminist demands and gendering equalisation of 
the sexes, girls invade boys' groups or women invade former men's groups, a re- 
gularly repeated destructive process unfolds that changes the group and makes it 
less effective. The stronger competition and rougher interaction that is natural for 
men is perceived by women as “oppression”. This is a subjective misperception, 
because in fact women are always privileged. However, the preference is no lon- 
ger to the extent they are used to, since they have been asked to be treated by men 
as colleagues in the same way as men are — whereupon the same treatment outra- 
ges them because they cannot stand the tone and competition among men and 
misinterpret it as belittling them (or women in general). The fault lies in the mis- 
take of depriving men of their group in which they can behave as their nature or 
their role in procreation requires. But since a certain ideology saw it as a “com- 
mandment of justice” that such groups should not exist, they demanded first ac- 
cess, then at least half share in all tasks they were comfortable with. (Hard, dan - 
gerous, thankless work they do not want and do not demand at least half partici- 
pation.) 


But this means that now men have to be oppressed, because male behaviour is no 
longer possible, since there are no longer any male groups and work. The presen- 
ce of women requires massive consideration for and thus preference of women in 
all work, because otherwise they will angrily cry “oppression”, as they are used 
to more preferential and gentler special treatment. Thus, there is no more room 
for male behaviour in the whole society and the whole male sex is oppressed. 


403 


But of course ideologuesses do not see this, claim that they are still “oppressed” 
(which was never the case) because nature could not be bent according to their 
nonsensical ideologies. Yet the abolition of the sex group was already a serious 
damage to all human beings, who thus no longer have a culture and no social un- 
derstanding between the sexes, just as little as the abolition of the differences bet- 
ween letters and sounds is a liberation, but rather the end of all understanding. 


It gets worse. Women, according to recent studies (and experience with all femi- 
nist waves), tend to want to suppress opinions they disapprove of. Censorial ten- 
dencies form, freedom is suppressed: a phenomenon of ‘political correctness’ 
constraints emerges, the basis of democracy — freedom of expression and open 
debate — breaks down. As long as both sexes had different tasks, the different na- 
ture of the sexes was not disturbing but beneficial. The strong preference for 
women in our perception was also evolutionarily developed for this state of natu- 
re: physically and mentally strong men who are influential, form their own sex 
groups, and women whose feminine weapons have a soothing effect, from their 
high-pitched voice (similar to the high-pitched child's voice) to childlike facial 
patterns to flowing movements and the soothing effect of erotic signals. Women 
were thus in many ways well protected from men abusing their strength or mental 
power to the detriment of women — on the contrary, women were strongly privile- 
ged. But since men were nevertheless physically and mentally particularly strong, 
such innate preference for women did not do men much harm. 


However, as soon as women dissolved the male groups, anchored female prefe- 
rence in the now mixed groups, the once helpful biological facts became a disrup- 
tive factor and source of oppressive aspirations. Once male counterbalance cea- 
sed to exist, innate female preference gained a destructive momentum of its own, 
becoming a self-reinforcing vicious circle that ultimately destroys the whole of 
civilisation. For we always mistakenly see women as in need of protection and 
disadvantaged, as immensely one-sided female dominance — mostly invisible to 
us due to processes of repression — has become. So we magnify female privilege 
even further, and so on, until collapse. It was a tragic and momentous mistake to 
initially fall for skewed vision and abolish male counterweights to female biolo- 
gical dominance and privilege. 


Added to this are purely cultural and structural reasons, which we will discuss at 
the end of this chapter. 


The moment the biological and cultural balance with the mixing of women and 
men became invalid — male strengths were no longer allowed to exist, were rein- 
terpreted from something good and loved into something hated and declared “‘op- 
pression” — the once meaningful and helpful sex differences turned into some- 
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thing hostile. In segregated groups, men had the freedom to express their views 
without much disturbance to women. Women cared little about men's expressions 
among men. For women, the only thing that mattered was the prestige that their 
husband or suitor gained from it among men, because they wanted successful 
men due to their power of sexual selection. Conversely, men cared even less what 
women said among themselves. 


By mixing the fields of women and men, this changed abruptly. Men were now 
attacked by women for being “chauvinistic”, for not being allowed to say this and 
that. A dictatorship of ‘political correctness’ was quickly established under the 
pressure of biologically innate consideration for women. Whole generations grew 
up manipulated and inhibited, no longer “properly grown up”, to which the lack 
of a learning process to develop responsibility for mutuality also contributed (see 
structural debate at the end of the chapter). It was no longer possible for men to 
say something critical of feminism (often not even to think it), because many 
women were uncomfortable with it, it was tabooed, it was self-censored. If they 
did it anyway, women called for censorship, as did already manipulated men. 
Soon it was hardly possible to point out real discrimination against men or boys 
as uprooted generations grew up in which boys did worse and worse at schools 
where girls and female interests had displaced boys and male interests with the 
innate female preferences. 


In addition, in political bodies even today hardly anyone dares to contradict the 
feminist mob at conferences or debates, or to make speeches before votes that 
contradicted feminist aims. Without the public knowing it, there is to this day a 
well-founded fear of aggressive feminist forces threatening kicking in the balls 
and castration if anyone says anything inconvenient. It was under such circum- 
stances that our laws came into being. 


In the presence of ladies, men behaved as cavaliers, did not address what might 
disturb ladies. My books quote Winston Churchill, who once complained that 
since the presence of women in parliament, some things could no longer be said 
openly. 


The pressure is enormous. There has not been a free debate since the outbreak of 
the second feminist wave. The situation was already skewed and one-sided before 
those waves. The mixing of sex groups was not a bliss for humanity, but the buri- 
al of freedom of expression. It is no longer possible to hold non-feminist opini- 
ons. This is all because different biological predispositions and old expectations, 
which were sensible and harmless when groups were separate, have now become 
senseless and harmful. 
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How can there be a functioning democracy without free debate under the censor- 
ship constraints of ‘political correctness’ that criminalises any dissent in advance? 
Not democratisation, but transformation of our pro-forma democracy into a new- 
style dictatorship was the result. 


Because women are used to special protection, which they continue to demand 
even when they are employed in the once male sphere, a climate of panic has ari- 
sen in which every joke, every look, every conversation can be misinterpreted as 
supposed “harassment” of women. Yes, a man has even been sued for “harassing 
women” because he wouldn't talk to a woman! Whatever a man does or does not 
do can be and is construed against him by feminists. Total oppression of men also 
in sexual and social fields is the result because women took away all sex groups 
from men. Thus, men are dissatisfied because they are completely repressed and 
totally monitored in their behaviour, and women are just as dissatisfied, continu- 
ing to clamour in sheer endless feminist tirades about the supposedly “patriar- 
chal” conditions in all gendered life situations (as well as work), which they want 
to feminise even more extremistically. 


Because of their ignorance of biological facts, genderism and feminism have 
made both sexes equally miserable. (Equally? Male losers have a worse lot than 
others.) But that is not to be our main topic; others who deal with sex differences 
would have come up with that as well. What is new, unknown and therefore im- 
portant, however, are structural reasons that also apply where sex differences 
were actually “socially” or “culturally” “constructed” — for this process of con- 
struction is also just as natural and important for life as the social and cultural 
process of construction that is language. 


The sex groups give sexual identity, something that even newborn babies quickly 
seek. Lack of sexual identity due to gender ideology has been linked to greatly 
increased suicide rates among youth in Scandinavia, see “The Rape of Human 
Identity”. But even that still has to do with biological sex difference. Let us now 
move on to what, like language, is culturally “constructed”, however according to 
innate pattern and for innate need. No one wants to have to live without language. 
It would be just as bad to live without culture. 


Sex groups would be of no use to the community, and little use to the individual, 
if they had no function. But they are, already in animal ancestors of hominids, 
more than that, part of an evolving exchange between male and female members 
of the species. This exchange and structures of exchange and complementation of 
the sex groups have formed during the evolution of hominids, are thus a typical 
phenomenon and a formative force of this development from animal to human.*” 


33 For references and scholarly sources, see “Culture And The Sexes”, chapter 3. 
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Yes, this cultural complementation structure of the sexes was probably even the 
driving force of the evolution of humans, which made us social beings with a 
high degree of division of labour and capable of devising all the complex physi- 
cal and mental structures that make up our lives. The early human emergence of 
the division of labour between the sexes was the origin of all division of labour, 
without which our world of technology and research would be unthinkable. 


Some researchers believe that the products of technology and the mind, from 
stone axes to high literature, song, opera and pictorial works**’, are an expression 
of male efforts to achieve rank and recognition in order to meet the demands of 
women who “select” only the most successful men in such fields — for biological 
dominance, especially in sexual matters, lies unconsciously with the female sex. 
It is not the typically active man who determines the course of a flirtation, but the 
classically waiting and rather passive woman. Researchers could predict men's 
reactions from women's reactions, but not vice versa; men's task was to correctly 
interpret women's often ambivalent, ambiguous signals. This is the origin of a ty- 
pical discrepancy: men assess their chances with women more positively than 
they actually are, so they interpret ambiguous female signals more positively than 
women do. If they did not, they would not have the self-assurance expected from 
women. A small side effect of this is occasional self-assurance where it is not ap- 
propriate. (But this is the result of female selection — if men behaved differently, 
they would be punished with poor reproductive chances and their genes that form 
deviant dispositions would disappear.) 


Already with hand axes that were found, researchers puzzled why they were often 
too small for use, and completely unused, so not even toys.*** They interpreted 
these strange finds as possible pieces of impersonation by Stone Age men to- 


34 «But also the testimonies of our human cultures... are also “wooing expenses”, 


claims Geoffrey Miller from University College in London. In museums, libraries, 
galleries, theatres and opera houses, we are surrounded by the "enlarged egos" of 
those who have written, painted, built and composed to impress female audiences. 
When men or males produce themselves in public, they are, Miller interprets, 
outwardly directed ornaments of the mind that extend into the environment. They 
aim to outdo competitors and impress women or females.» (http://www.eheseel- 
sorge.net/Seite226.htm) 

«The American psychologist Geoffrey Miller put it in a nutshell that male 
cultural achievements are nothing but a waste product of courtship behaviour: ... 
Prehistorian Steven Mithen of the British University of Reading wondered why 
archaeologists find so many hand axes that were never used. What made the Stone 
Age men make a lot of hand axes in a size unsuitable for use and then throw them 
away straight away? Mithen has presented the most likely explanation: The hand 
axes were only made to impress and win over the women at the campfire.» 
(www.spiegel.de/spiegel/print/d-20017779.html) 
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wards Stone Age women. The purpose of the too-small stone wedges was not to 
be used at work, not even as toys, because they were not used at all — except to 
show off as an attribute of masculinity. 


But let us now abstract from the biological foundations, which are also important 
and provide good arguments, but do not explain the essence of abstract cultural 
structures. These are to be considered in parallel with language, which is just as 
abstract. Just as it became irrelevant in language how a sound sounded, just as in 
the distinction between consonants and vowels, consonants among themselves 
and vowels among themselves, concrete things like cries for help, sounds of joy 
or sadness, signals of security or fear play no role, but purely abstractly simply 
the difference, the collective recognition of different carriers of meaning by all 
members of the linguistic community is decisive, so in the case of cultural roles 
of the sexes on this level, feelings, intentions, inclinations no longer matter, the 
roles have nothing to do with assumed “power” or other things, but are purely 
abstract carriers of meaning. Difference itself is sought and needed because 
otherwise there would be no structure, just as there would be no phonemes 
without difference. The structure itself is the goal and meaning of difference, 
where it is not already biologically given.**° 


Different activities in sex groups give identity, which is very important, the lack 
of which causes disturbances. It has been satisfying and important for both sexes 
in all cultures — even if this is not intuitively understandable to contemporaries in 
a cultural revolutionary era of gender ideology. Women felt feminine through fe- 
minine activities, and even became so, because stress, which increases the pro- 
duction of male sex hormones such as testosterone, was avoided. Firstly by the 
fact that female groups are more protected, which also corresponded to women's 
need to be less exposed to external dangers, and secondly by the nature of the 
female activity itself. 


Similarly, men could feel masculine because of their activity. On the one hand, 
because their task was culturally considered masculine, on the other hand, becau- 
se partly adventurous, physically demanding or otherwise demanding activity not 
only awakened instincts, but also partly meant stress and higher testosterone 
levels (male sex hormone). 


An activity without sexual appeal is mere effort, purely purposeful; it lacks psy- 
chic meaning, is not equally capable of conferring identity and fulfilment. 

336 However, structures are more satisfying and stable if they correspond to the 
predispositions and inclinations of the sexes. A perverse division may fulfil its 
abstract purpose in the short term, but would still fail or end badly in the long 
term. 
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Above all, male or female activity gave prestige to the other sexes. In sex groups, 
too, the different predispositions fit. The female, accustomed to preferential treat- 
ment and special protection, fits into a protected female sphere. The situation 
does not arise where men are suppressed in their typical behaviour and their free- 
dom of expression is also suppressed, which is what mixed sex groups tend to do. 
Through separation, the different characteristics of both sexes fit together harmo- 
niously: both groups are what the other needs. When mixed, on the other hand, 
the characteristics of both sexes clash disruptively: either women have to mascu- 
linise themselves in order to exist in the male-dominated group, or men have to 
have their masculinity suppressed so that women feel comfortable. Feminism and 
gender ideology have brought about both at the same time. 


Cultural structures only begin to emerge with sex groups, and they take us much 
further. For the meaning of structure lies in exchange. According to Marcel 
Mauss, a famous ethnologist, it is not the physical gift that is decisive, but the act 
of giving itself, because the gift obliges. (“Essai sur le don’”’) 


Crucially, sex groups create a relationship of exchange between women and men, 
or groups of women and groups of men. This refined into an increasing division 
of labour, which originated here. So not necessarily all women form one group 
and all men another, but there are usually many such groups, all producing some- 
thing different for the community. 


This is a condition that is very different from the merely technical civilisation 
without culture. For seven million years, hominids lived in a state of increasingly 
sophisticated, progressively complex culture, but without modern technology — 
exactly the opposite. It was the complementary structures of the sexes, whose 
complexity increased during human evolution, that distinguish us from the ani- 
mal. 


Technology came much later and led to the displacement of human culture. For 
what was once an exchange between people later became a commodity. Now it 
took dependent employment to work for money. Such work is alienated; it is no 
longer an activity among friends in a nearby sex group that is part of a human ex- 
change, but serves only itself: to earn money with which everything can and must 
be bought. Culture, on the other hand, was personal human exchange, especially 
between men and women, without alienated labour, monetisation and professio- 
nal dependence. Feminism has completed the subjugation of humanity to econo- 
mic constraints and state laws. For arbitrarily enacted laws displaced evolved and 
largely unconscious culture. The state regulated humans more and more by dis- 
placing culture and nature. The destruction of nature and culture, which had 


409 


grown naturally over long periods of time, by the state that was seizing more and 
more power over private life could never have progressed so far without the sup- 
port of feminism. Feminism was a pioneering force in the creation of the disen- 
franchised subject, manipulated from the cradle. 


Thus, modern economy displaced culture. For culture was originally self-suffici- 
ent: if possible, ethnic communities of old produced all objects of need themsel- 
ves and exchanged them among themselves — without money. Displacement of 
human culture was necessary in order to obtain labour — first men, later women, 
who became displaceable employees and workers — and then to sell to these de- 
pendent employees for the money they had earned what was previously available 
without money in cultural exchange among themselves. 


This process has led to a materially rich but humanly impoverished world. In this 
context, feminism is only a “used” auxiliary ideology that took cultural destructi- 
on, which had already been practised for centuries, to an extreme in order to radi- 
cally erase the last and sparse remnants of culture in a genderist rampage. 


The exchange gift between sex groups had many meanings. We have already 
mentioned that gifts oblige. Gifts lead to counter-gifts. A relationship of exchange 
is created. 


Unlike activities that only serve one's own advancement, such as professional ca- 
reers today, where it is only about money and possible positions, a cultural ex- 
change relationship was of a different nature, an activity that was not alienated. 
The first effect we found was that the activity itself, within its culture, gave men 
masculinity and women femininity, which strengthened one's identity, one's sense 
of self, but also one's impression on others. It gave men prestige with women, 
and vice versa women with men. 


We can hardly imagine the satisfying feeling anymore, as it dissolves the moment 
an activity becomes mixed-sex, as is the rule today. For contemporaries of those 
eras, on the other hand, it was a significant aspect, which also explains their initi- 
al confusion as soon as such structures dissolved. 


But the gift also connects. It creates a relation between the two groups, and thus 
between the sexes. This connection also mitigates the possibility of sexual (often 
social) selection, which otherwise tends to exclude less successful (or lower-ran- 
king) men. By making and directly exchanging products for each other, without 
the diversions of money, rather as social accountability, a social connection is cre- 
ated between people and between the sexes. Such a culture is therefore much 
warmer and less callous and selfish than a pure money economy where pretty 
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much everything, sometimes down to childcare, has been factory-organised and 
replaced by paid labour. What possibilities of happiness, sense of community and 
human warmth such cultural reciprocity made possible — and lacks without it — is 
probably largely beyond our imagination and knowledge today. 


But that is not all. The “roles” declared superfluous and “oppressive” and ruth- 
lessly eradicated by genderists do much more. Let us continue with the structural 
analysis. 


Apart from a connection, a relation through exchange, more emerges: both sides 
learn something. For one thing, they learn to take responsibility by producing 
something that others need, that they exchange with others, that is a gift. To put it 
pointedly: they do something for the other sex group, for the other sex. Apart 
from responsibility, this awakens feelings and makes them mature. Sympathy and 
empathy grow, a compassion for the exchange partners of the other sex. In the 
genderist sex-neutral chaos, feeling is understood as an egoistic sentiment that 
demands something for itself in an egocentric (or woman-centric) way, just as ac- 
tivities have become self-centred since cultural reciprocity, mutuality and exchan- 
ge fell apart. 

For only where there are sex groups doing different things can there be exchange 
between them. If both sides have the same thing, there is nothing to exchange. If 
work is done for money, it is gainful employment, but not a personal exchange 
between people within a community. Therefore, activities of the technical econo- 
my are self-referential, as are feelings. Especially on the feminist side, feelings 
have always been confused with demands on men. There was a lack of mature 
feeling, feeling that participates, that also perceives men's concerns and needs, 
which feminist waves never did. There are structural reasons for this. How can 
feeling mature from an egocentric sensation to something responsible, and to em- 
pathy, if human universal exchange and thus reciprocity no longer exist? 

The loss of cultural structure explains the disappearance of responsible action at 
the same time as the disappearance of sympathy and compassion, e.g. of women 
towards men. For the cultural basis for such maturation had been destroyed. 
Instead, we have increasingly aggressive girl gangs, a general neglect. 


Or, in another way of looking at it, feminism of all waves was immaturity and the 
refusal to mature into an adult woman. The demanding “cry-babies” wanted 
everything for themselves and thus destroyed exchange, and consequently cultu- 
re. By imposing the principles of their ideology on society as a whole, an imma- 
ture militant minority prevented future generations from maturing. 


Structural analysis can reveal this. These arguments should have been known de- 
cades ago. Let's recap: Besides a relation between the sexes, responsibility and 
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feeling also mature through exchange and thus activity for each other, maturing 
from an egoistic, childish “J-want-to-have” or “I-demand-from-you” to a genuine 
feeling in the sense of empathy, sympathy and social love. 


But this is by no means all that the cultural complementary structure, which is ba- 
sed on the difference of the sexes as carriers of meaning, just as language is based 
on the difference of phonemes, can do in terms of good for people and society. I 
am not claiming that all effects have existed to the same degree in all cultures, but 
am explaining the ideal form of a cultural structure. Not this structure itself is in- 
nate, but the human capacity for such structure, including easy early learning, is 
innate, just as language is easily learned in early childhood. Likewise, the need 
for such structure is innate, just as the need for language is. Even young children 
tend to invent rules into the world where there are none. Children need, seek and 
invent rules. Freedom beyond rules is something for adults who are already secu- 
re enough in the rules. 


Another benefit of complementary structures is obviously trust. While empathy, 
sympathy and responsibility mature through people themselves working out 
something in their sex group that the other needs, the respective other group ex- 
periences being able to rely on their counterpart. Because there, what is needed is 
produced and provided. They feel they can rely on others. Obviously, this also 
leads to esteem and respect. 


The lone wolf of a human being, produced by the mass society of technical eco- 
nomy, is a poor sausage in comparison: this human being stands alone, has to 
take care of everything himself or buy it for money. Nothing is offered to him and 
he is not part of an exchange. Thus he has no significance in society and the 
world, which he must also first laboriously build up. In a system of exchange, 
people automatically acquire such significance. 


In a system of exchange, the interests and characteristics of the sexes harmonise. 
What one produces is for the others. If the others are doing well, so are they. Ex- 
change creates mutuality. 


In a sex-neutral, gendered chaos, on the other hand, these interests, which have 
been torn from their cultural context and have become egoistic, diverge: Every- 
one against everyone — quickly there is a cry for quota and preferential treatment, 
which now massively harms men. With reciprocity, everything men had automa- 
tically benefited women, and vice versa. Therefore, there was no reason for envy. 
But in the gender universe, what women have is lost to men, while many men — 
but not all, since feminist pressure produced dropouts like MGTOW - continue to 
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work up wealth to find girlfriends or spouses, to pass the hurdle of sexual selecti- 
on, and to share the hard-earned goods with girlfriends or family. 


Seen in this light, the initial feminist impulse was an immature misunderstanding 
of the nature of culture, which ultimately wiped out all culture in Western civili- 
sation. What was a male exchange gift, laboriously earned, and shared with wo- 
men anyway, because that was what this gift was for, this was its purpose, some 
women, who did not understand the system because they were perhaps lesbian or 
emotionally immature, wanted to have for themselves without exchange. 

But by having it for themselves, women could no longer be part of an exchange 
that collapsed as much as the system of reciprocity and mutuality. It was like the 
immature whining of a child who wants something that for good reason does not 
belong in children's hands because it is too dangerous, or something for adults to 
do with it what they can ill explain to children. It was an egoistic short-circuit 
that did not understand the essence of exchange and thus destroyed exchange 
itself. 


For just as a language is not possible in the case of arbitrariness and ceases to 
exist when we make arbitrary sounds that do not fit into the phonetic system of 
our language and thus communication ceases to exist, so too does the cultural 
system of exchange cease to exist when difference ceases to exist because every- 
one does what they feel like doing and there are neither things and activities that 
could still be exchanged because they are the same, nor reliable rules of such ex- 
change on which others could rely. Instead of the vaunted world of freedom, a 
world without culture emerges. The freedom to live in a natural culture, which is 
as important for human beings as the ability to speak, no longer exists. 


What fits together in cultural complementarity, harmonises and has a power to 
unite the sexes, becomes a disruptive factor in a sex-neutral gendered environ- 
ment that alienates the sexes and sets them on a course for conflict. 


The more diverse and comprehensive cultural complementary structures are, the 
warmer, happier and humanly richer culture is. The more diverse and sustainable 
the mutuality of the sexes is, the more effective and humane culture will be. De- 
velopment aid must go beyond the elimination of hunger and physical need to 
overcome human misery by developing the richest possible mutuality. Feminism 
and gender ideology have taken the worst possible turn and done exactly the op- 
posite. They have attacked and destroyed what is most important for a fulfilled 
life: the foundations of culture and the maturing of compassionate feelings. It 
must be the task of the state, to protect, strengthen, build up and promote not only 
the nuclear family, but also mutuality and cultural structure, to stimulate and ac- 
company further development. Once again, the state and international organisati- 
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ons have laid down precisely the wrong, destructive principles that are the exact 
opposite of human needs. 


Without cultural complementation, we will always have to deal with disturbed 
sex relations and immature feelings that are fundamental to the feminist misun- 
derstanding; contemporaries of a cultureless world will not even understand this 
because they have grown up in ideological principles that they take for granted 
and the standard of all things. If we no longer succeed in changing course be cau- 
se female and feminist dominance have become too overpowering and nip any 
opposition or insight to reason in the bud, then our civilisation will probably col- 
lapse and be supplanted by another that is still functional; in the current state of 
affairs, the only one left would probably be Islamic culture, whose victory femi- 
nism and gender could ensure. But if there is no longer a functioning culture, the 
suffering of future generations will be all the more severe. 


Further explanations and examples of what the cultural complementary structures 
are useful for were provided in chapter 4 of “Culture And The Sexes”. Even the 
increasing social contrasts, the blatant social differences between the super-rich 
and the unemployed, in the USA many homeless, have to do with this develop- 
ment. The feminist society motivates increasingly more people to look for marri- 
age partners in their own social class and environment. Since nothing else con- 
nects the sexes, people look for similarities in order to find a match. Moreover, 
the risk of divorce is far too high when feminist-skewed laws make it possible to 
destroy the livelihoods of hard-working men in order to make possible a parasitic 
existence for the divorced woman who, because of her broken relationship with a 
man, is provided for and can be fed royally by an absent pay slave. All this makes 
classical marriage a risk. Once upon a time, men were willing to marry down, 
whereas women want to marry up, as an Anglo-Saxon saying goes. But circum- 
stances force reflection on one's own circles, which reduce the risk. The smaller 
the difference in property, the less disastrous the divorce consequences. 


Socially, this has led to distortions. Sociologists (for once not too feminist) have 
calculated that the enormously grown social differences would be reduced to the 
level of the 1960s in one fell swoop if there were again numerous marriages bet- 
ween rich and poor, as there used to be, just as many a rich man married a nice 
hairdresser or secretary. 


Feminism and gender ideology are wreaking havoc on the West. If these ideolo- 
gies are not stopped, Islam will take over, sweeping away a society in which no- 
thing works anymore because not only natural sex differences but also meaning- 
bearing difference, the basis of culture, has been smashed. Other cultural circles, 
such as the Islamic one, would then rebuild what we have carelessly destroyed. 
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Having understood, at least theoretically, how culture functioned before its de- 
struction by gender feminism, we should imagine the effects of such complemen- 
tary structures with exchange on our lives and those of children. Only then will 
we have the intellectual basis on which to have a meaningful debate about how to 
rebuild the broken culture and civilisation, overcoming the age-old general op- 
pression of men and specifically male sexuality. 
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Part J: Oppressing Men By Oppressing 
Critical Voices And Views 


The oppression of men, especially of critics of feminism, and those who are tur- 


ned into sexual losers by girls is reflected in the ignoring or defaming of this 
book. The worst treatment is given to a male loser who also dares to criticise. No 
nasty low blow is spared in order to silence such an inconvenient, disturbing 
loser. 


Hype Feminism, Slam Men 


Let us look at the radically contrasting treatment of feminist ideology and well- 


reasoned criticism of feminism. Whether it is entertainment literature or scientific 
non-fiction, feminist works have always been effectively hailed by the mass 
media and therefore read by many, while critical voices from men have been 
hushed up or slated as soon as they could no longer be concealed. 

The usual method: hype for feminists, nip criticism in the bud by ignoring it 
completely — if that is no longer enough, then viciously defame opponents so that 
no one reads it, that has been their method of silencing men for generations. 


My book on the oppression of men with an opening chapter on “Female Choice 
And Feminism” was hushed up in 2015; Meike Stoverock's book on the same 
subject “Female Choice” was written at least 6 years later and was highly hyped. 
This says a lot about the way our media and public are going about it. The origi- 
nal was suppressed, and a plagiarism that is anti-male is made into a mass pheno- 
menon. Neither content nor morality nor decency, but media power decides over 
lives. 


QUERY "The Oppression of Men" Posteingang x > @ @ 


Dichter Mo.,8.Nov.,0215  ¥¥ 


Dear Felicia, The book "The Oppression of Men" is a once-in-a-lifetime chance to discover a breakthrough concerning the strongest taboos of human life. It has t 


Felicia Eth 02:00 (vor 10 Stunden) 
You may make a strong biological argument, but when it comes to social mores there's no doubt in my mind but that women have been mistreated by men throughout t 


Dichter SII < (aaa > 2:38 (vor3 Minuten) Ye 

an Felicia ~ 

"There is no doubt in your mind" due to a distorted perception described in my book. 80 to 90 % of murder victims are men. In war, the situation is even more extreme. In a relationship, violence was initiated by the 
woman in 2 out of 3 cases. | myself was approached threateningly by a woman with a long kitchen knife. Casanova never travelled to Greece because in those days honour was defended with knives. It was mainly 
male seducers they targeted. Female dominance is invisible to us, as is the oppression of men. You seem not to have read the chapter on male losers being rejected by girls from puberty onwards. This is a form of 
psychological terror that you do not recognise. Therefore, you are participating in the oppression of men. Men are rejected as men and even more so when they speak out or write books about it. Men are rejected as 
men and even more so when they speak out or write books about it. The feminist point of view is disseminated en masse in the media, while the male losers’ point of view is totally concealed. 


Am Do., 2 Dez 2021 um 02:00 Uhr schrieb Felicia I literary@gmail com> 
You may make a strong biological argument, but when it comes to social mores there's no doubt in my mind but that women have been mistreated by men throughout the world over the centuries. When was the last 
time you saw a man killed by his wife or mother for ‘bringing shame on the family’ or even for exposing his hair? | dare say you'd have to look far and wide though this is a regular occurrence in countries throughout 
the world, in fact the UN estimates that 5000 women are killed annually for honor killings. So you'd have a hard time convincing me of ‘the oppression of the men’ 
Guess I'm the wrong person for you. 


«QUERY "The Oppression of Men" 8. Nov. 2021, 02:15 
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Dear Felicia, The book “The Oppression of Men” is a once-in-a-lifetime chance 
to discover a breakthrough concerning the strongest taboos of human life 


Felicia | | <Q literary @gmail.com> Thu, 2 Dec 2021 at 02:00 MEZ: 

You may make a strong biological argument, but when it comes to social mores 
there’s no doubt in my mind but that women have been mistreated by men 
throughout the world over the centuries. When was the last time you saw a man 
killed by his wife or mother for ‘bringing shame on the family’ or even for 
exposing his hair? I dare say you’d have to look far and wide though this is a 
regular occurrence in countries throughout the world, in fact the UN estimates 
that 5000 women are killed annually for honor killings. So you’d have a hard 
time convincing me of ‘the oppression of the men’. 

Guess I’m the wrong person for you. 


Dichter =| <§@email.com> 2. Dez. 2021 an Felicia: 

“There is no doubt in your mind” due to a distorted perception described in my 
book. 80 to 90 % of murder victims are men. In war, the situation is even more 
extreme. In a relationship, violence was initiated by the woman in 2 out of 3 
cases. I myself was approached threateningly by a woman with a long kitchen 
knife. Casanova never travelled to Greece because in those days honour was 
defended with knives. It was mainly male seducers they targeted. Female 
dominance is invisible to us, as is the oppression of men. You seem not to have 
read the chapter on male losers being rejected by girls from puberty onwards. 
This is a form of psychological terror that you do not recognise. Therefore, you 
are participating in the oppression of men. Men are rejected as men and even 
more so when they speak out or write books about it. Men are rejected as men 
and even more so when they speak out or write books about it. The feminist point 
of view is disseminated en masse in the media, while the male losers' point of 
view is totally concealed.» 


© Posteingang #* Fill 
Von Betreff Empfange. 

(on) DMLA Agency Re: QUERY: The Oppression of Men Dear Jan, Thank you for your query and for | 

© Manager, Query Re: Query “The Oppression of Men" Thank you for submitting to Regina RE Bo. 

(a) Manager, Query Re: QUERY "The Oppression of Men” Thank you for submitting to Regina RB... 

(co) Gina Query Reply from Gina PIII Query Reply from Gina PIRINNNN BALI - ENCH Do, 18:47 

@ DunhamLit Query Re: QUERY "The Oppression of Men" Dear Writer: Thank you for your inquiry. W. 

© Kristin NE Query Reply from Kristin NIE Query Reply from Kristin NJ THE OPPRESS| Do, 17:48 


Whether by chance or not: hours after my clear answer, I received a series of 
refusals that was unprecedented on any previous day. Did someone get angry? 


The feminist demand to disenfranchise men through sexual selection, to leave the 
power of choice solely with women as the norm and to consider many men with- 
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out a chance as the normal case was not rejected, but rather exalted. If women 
without opportunities in sex and procreation were established as the norm, there 
would be a revolution. That's how blatant the double standard is: 


Meike Stoverock female choice 


Q Ale Videos [] Bilder © Shopping News  ? Mehr 


Ungefahr 9.350 Ergebnisse (0,47 Sekunden) 


‘www klett-cotta.de » buch » Tropen-Sachbuch » Femal... » 

Female Choice - Meike Stoverock - Klett-Cotta 

In der Natur kontrollieren Weibchen den Zugang zu Sex. Die Biologie nennt das FEMALE 
CHOICE. Bis zur Sesshaftwerdung galt das auch fur den Menschen. 

Du hast diese Seite 3 Mal aufgerufen. Letzter Besuch: 25.02.21 


wwwamazon.de » Female-Choice-Anfang-ménnlichen-.... 
Female Choice: Vom Anfang und Ende der mannlichen ... 
Female Choice: Vom Anfang und Ende der mannlichen Zivilisation | Stoverock, Meike | ISBN: 


9783608504804 | Kostenloser Versand fiir alle Biicher mit ... 
Du hast diese Seite am 25.02.21 besucht 


wwwthalia.de > Biicher » Sachbiicher ~ 
Female Choice von Meike Stoverock - Buch | Thalia 

Inder Natur kontrollieren Weibchen den Zugang zu Sex. Die Biologie nennt das FEMALE 
CHOICE. Bis zur Sesshaftwerdung galt das auch far den Menschen. 


wwwllovelybooks.de » Female-Choice-2747232685-w + 
Female Choice von Meike Stoverock bei LovelyBooks ... 
Inhaltsangabe zu "Female Choice". Wie Manner sich die Macht iiber Frauen nahmen und 


warum das jetzt aufhért. In der Natur kontrollieren Weibchen den Zugang ... 
bad Bewertung: 2 - 1 Ergebnis 


\www.deutschlandfunk.de > zukunft-der-menschheit-evolu... 
Zukunft der Menschheit - Evolutionsbiologin: Viele Manner ... 
22.02.2021 — Das Buchcover von Meike Stoverock: "Female Choice" vor einer Pfauenfeder ( 


Buchcover Klett. Meike Stoverock: ,Die Kultur, nicht die Evolution ... 
Du hast diese Seite 2 Mal aufgerufen. Letzter Besuch: 25.02.21 


www.perlentaucher.de » buch > female-choice + 
Meike Lobo: Female Choice. Vom Anfang und Ende der ... 
vor 7 Tagen — Klug, provokant und anschaulich beschreibt Meike Stoverock nicht nur, wo die 


Menschheit vor Uber 10.000 Jahren faisch abgebogen Ist, sondem ... 


www.hugendubel.de » buch_gebunden > meike_stove 
Female Choice (Buch (gebunden)), Meike Stoverock 
20.02.2021 — Female Choice, Buch (gebunden) von Meike Stoverock bei hugendubel.de. 


Portofrei bestellen oder in der Filiale abholen. 
Du hast diese Seite am 25.02.21 besucht. 


www.weltbild.de> ... Politik & Gesellschaft 
Female Choice Buch von Meike Stoverock versandkostenfrei ... 
Biicher bei Weltbild: Jetzt Female Choice von Meike Stoverock versandkostentrei online 
kaufen & per Rechnung bezahien bel Weltbild, Ihrem ... 

* Bewertung: 4 - 1 Rezension - 22,00 € - Auf Lager 


www.lehmanns.de> ... » Politik / Gesellschaft + 
Female Choice von Meike Stoverock | ISBN 978-3-608-50480 . 
Female Choice von Meike Stoverock (ISBN 978-3-608-50480-4) bestellen. Schnelle Lieferung, 
auch auf Rechnung - fehmanns.de. 

www. kulturkauthaus.de > detail» ISBN-9783608504804. ~ 

Female Choice - Stoverock, Meike - Dussmann - Das ... 

Vom Anfang und Ende der mannlichen Zivilisation, Book (Hardcover), Stoverock, Meike, 352 
pages. 
www.nurgutebuecher.de » ... » Neue Sachbiicher ~ 


Female Choice | online kaufen - Nur gute Bucher 
Artikel 1 - 11 von 103 — Meike Stoverock: Female Choice. Vom Anfang und Ende der 
mannlichen Zivilisation. Wie Manner die Evolution austricksten, sich die ... 


eichendorff21.de » buch 
Meike Stoverock: Female Choice | Eichendorff 21 - Der . 

Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und grof’em Wissen die mannliche 
Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit. 

www.goodreads.com » book » show » 55848520-femal... + 

Female Choice - Vom Anfang und Ende der mannlichen ... 
13.02.2021 — Female Choice - Vom Anfang und Ende der m&nnlichen Zivilisation. by. Meike 


Stoverock. 
ek Bewertung: 2 - 1 Ergebnis 


twitter.com » meikestoverock » status + 
Meike Stoverock on Twitter: "Mein Buch, das den klangvollen ... 


11.09.2020 — Sexpositive Feminist, biologist, religion critic. All radical. You don't want to see me 
furious. Hier privat und Offentlich. Buch "Female Choice” (ab ... 


books.google.com » Political Science » Political Economy 


Female Choice: Vom Anfang und Ende der mannlichen ... 
20.02.2021 —Petra Hartlieb »Meike Stoverock entreift Biologie und Geschichte all... Nils 
Pickert, pinkstinks.de FEMALE CHOICE Ist eln Fachterminus aus ... 


www langer-blomqvist.de > female-choice-vomn-anfang... ¥ 


Female Choice, Stoverock, Meike, Tropen ... - LangerBlomqvist 
Female Choice, Vom Anfang und Ende der mannlichen Zivilisation, Stoverock, Meike, Tropen 
Verlag, EAN/ISBN-13: 9783608504804, ISBN: 360850480X. 

22,00 € 


www.daserste.de > ttt » sendung-vom-21022021-108 ~ 


Die mannliche Dominanz - ttt — titel, thesen, temperamente ... 
21.02.2021 — Meike Stoverock: "Female Choice ist vor allen Dingen ein Grundmuster. Die 
allermeisten sich sexuell fortpflanzenden Tiere und eingeschrankt... 

Du hast diese Seite 2 Mal aufgerufen. Letzter Besuch: 25.02.21 


‘www.amazon.com > Female-Choice-Anfang-mannliche... + 


Female Choice: Vom Anfang und Ende der ... - Amazon.com 
Female Choice: Vom Anfang und Ende der mannlichen Zivilisation (German Edition) - Kindle 
edition by Stoverock, Meike. Download it once and read it on your ... 


‘www.ebay.de > Biicher» Sachbiicher ~ 


Seensucht 2021 | eBay 
Female Choice Meike Stoverock Neu ab 20.02.2021. 9 Beobachter In den letzten 24 Stunden. 


The tract by Meike Stoverock called “Female Choice”, published on 20.2.2021, 
was immediately widely reviewed and highly praised by the publisher Klett- 
Cotta, ARD, Welt and Deutschlandfunk. Dozens or hundreds of literature blogs 
took over the publisher's jubilant reviews, the self-praise of the author and her 


family. 
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neukirchener-verlage.de » catalog» product > view ~ 


Female Choice - Neukirchener Verlag 
Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groRem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. 


www.thalia.de> ...> Gesellschaft 
Female Choice von Meike Stoverock - eBook | Thalia 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und grofem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit ... 


www.nurgutebuecher.de >...» Neue Sachbilcher + 


Female Choice | online kaufen - Nur gute Biicher 
Artikel 1 - 11 von 103 — Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und 
grofem Wissen die mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen ... 


www.lehmanns.de > ... » Politik / Gesellschaft + 


Female Choice von Meike Stoverock | ISBN 978-3-608-50480 ... 
Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groRem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit 


elchendorff21.de » buch 
Meike Stoverock: Female Choice | Eichendorff 21 - Der... 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und grofem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit ... 


www.hugendubel.de > ebook_epub » meike_stoverock... ¥ 


Female Choice (eBook epub), Meike Stoverock - Hugendubel 
Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und grofem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit ... 


methods.schattauer.de > sixems > detail 
E-Book :: Female Choice - Meike Stoverock - Klett-Cotta 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groRem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit ... 


‘www.amazon.de ) Meike-Stoverock-ebook + 
Female Choice: Vom Anfang und Ende der mannlichen Zivilisation 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und grofkem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit 


www.queerbooks.ch > .. 


Stoverock, Meike: Female Choice - Vom Anfang und Ende der... 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groRem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit ... 


.» Coming Soon + 


Play.google.com » Meike_Stoverock_Female_Choice 


Female Choice: Vom Anfang und Ende der mannlichen ... 
Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, bUrstet mit Verve und grofem Wissen die 


Oops! Surely no one has cribbed and copied? Dozens of book introductions have 
come up with exactly the same cheers by pure chance. I hope the pictures are big 


enough in print so that readers can see 
how the oppression of men is exalted. 


www.weltbild.de > ... » Politk & Gesellschaft 


Female Choice: ebook jetzt bei Weltbild.de als Download 
Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, birstet mit Verve und groRem Wissen die 
méannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit ... 

* Bewertung: 1 - 3 Rezensionen - 17,99 € 


www.klett-cotta.de » buecher ) tropen + 
Tropen - alle Biicher Literatur und Sachbuch - Klett-Cotta 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groBem Wissen die 
méanniliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. 


blog.tropen.de > fruehjahr-2021 ~ 
Fruhjahr 2021 - Der Blog des Tropen Verlags 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groBem Wissen die 
méannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. 


‘www.goodreads.com > book » show ¥ 


Female Choice - Vom Anfang und Ende der mannlichen ... 


13.02.2021 — Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groBem 
Wissen die mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den ... 
a Bewertung: 2 - 1 Ergebnis 


www Facebook.com > tropenverlag » posts > ist-so-ein-... + 


Tropen Verlag - Ist so ein bisschen regnerisch heute. Und... 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, birstet mit Verve und groBem Wissen die 
méannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. 


how unrestrainedly they are copied and 


picclick.de » Biicher » Sachbiicher + 
FEMALE CHOICE MEIKE Stoverock Neu ab 20.02.2021 ... 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groBem Wissen die 
méannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit ... 


www.amazon.com > Meike-Stover... » Diese Seite ibersetzen 


Female Choice: Vom Anfang und Ende der ... - Amazon.com 
Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groRem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit ... 
www.buechertreff.de » 


» Biicher » Neuerscheinungen 


Neuerscheinungen 2021 / 1. Halbjahr: Sammelthread fir ... 
15.04.2020 - 10 Posts - 1 Autor 

Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groRem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den ... 


docplayer.org » 197045642-Klett-cotta-lesungen-fruehj... 
Klett-Cotta. Lesungen FRUHJAHR PDF Free Download 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groBem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Was ware .. 


top-vergleich.eu » architektur + 
Architektur Bestseller 2021 Die beliebtesten im Vergleich - top ... 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groBem Wissen die 
méannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit ... 


«Meike Stoverock, who holds a doctorate in biology, brushes male civilisation 
biologically and feministically against the grain with verve and great 


knowledge.» 


It is, of course, pure coincidence that so many repeat this sentence verbatim. By 
the way, the book contains the feminist theory of how the sexual oppression of 
men and sexual supremacy of women is to be permanently secured. My book is 
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supposed to liberate men and give them equal rights — that is why my book is 
hushed up, as it doesn't fit into the narrative of the women in power. 


Seite 3 


comedia-sg.ch » category > newsletter v 


Newsletter — Comedia 
Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, birstet mit Verve und grossem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. Erst seit ... 


buchfindr.de » themen > schluessel-schloss-prinzip v 


Schlissel-Schloss-Prinzip: Alle Bucher und Publikation zum ... 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, biirstet mit Verve und groRem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. .. 


www.findglocal.com > ... » Berlin » Medienfirmen 


Tropen Verlag, K6penicker Str. 159, Berlin (2021) 


Meike Stoverock, promovierte Biologin, birstet mit Verve und groRem Wissen die 
mannliche Zivilisation biologisch und feministisch gegen den Strich. 


In the book “NO!” I have shown the same unfair, contrary treatment in litera- 
ry works by comparing it with a book on a similar topic written by a woman: 
Girls who are showered with male interest are allowed to complain about a 
supposed lack of attention; but woe betide actual rejected and disenfranchised 
men who dare to speak up! 


«Evolutionary biologist: Many men will no longer find a sexual partner 

... This is a radical thesis - and Meike Stoverock pleads for nothing less than a 
new world order. However, as a connoisseur of evolutionary history, she 
thinks ... She deals with this cleverly and with foresight and debunks 
counter-arguments» (Monika Dittrich, Deutschlandfunk, 22.2.2021) 


A “New World Order” may be advocated and is praised if it is feminist, left- 
wing and green, i.e. if it corresponds to the zeitgeist, although it is extremely 
unjust and degrading; criticism of it is nipped in the bud. If that fails and it 
nevertheless comes into being, hush it up as long as you can, and if it does 
threaten to become known, then viciously slate it. 


“Clever, provocative”, “brushed with verve and great knowledge” — all the 
press reviews praise, often copy from each other, from the public ARD televi- 
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sion programme to the blog “only good books”. The radical opposite happens 
with a male voice that has much more original to offer and, moreover, advo- 
cates a fairer society without oppression with more love. For me, the only re- 
view that appears at the top of the search hits is a vicious slating by “Book- 
nerds”. Everything is happening exactly the wrong way round. There has 
never been a time so extremely misguided and in error on basic matters of 
life. 


Critical thoughts by men, on the other hand, are angrily torn down and trampled 
on the ground, both by women and men, as the following chapters will show. 
This is an effective part of the oppression of men: every reasonable critical 
thought on sex relations is trampled on furiously at the outset, so that no one 
dares to think it through further, so that it does not grow into a book. If, despite 
this, a book is rarely written, it is hushed up by all the mass media, or is viciously 
and unobjectively slated with great fury. Men are also suppressed in this way. Yet 
the content of my criticism is much more substantial, more varied, just as my 
literature was. But the opposite is claimed: one is not allowed to think like that; 
so men are first hushed up, then, as soon as that no longer works, viciously shot 
down with personal low blows and blatant logical errors — just as irrationally as 
absurd feminist nonsense, which is full of hatred for men, is hyped up as a 
phenomenon. The exact opposite is then claimed: the feminists' hatred of men is 
glossed over and ignored, the men's love of women, who are concerned with 
women's love of men, is defamed as ‘hatred of women’. If you love women, you 
will be called a ‘misogynist’. 


All it takes is one such slam on the internet. Those who come across the book in 
the debate then find this vicious and absurd slam as the only review, rejoice like 
ANTIFA at a radical distortion, do not read the book and continue to sneer in 
ignorance. This is how society destroys male voices, which is part of the 
oppression of men. Even at that, the exact opposite of feminist insinuations is 
true. Women have always been privileged, their voices always heard. Male voices 
are suppressed. 


Meike Stoverock represents disenfranchisement of men. Most men should not be 
allowed to reproduce in the future in feminist society. Because it is dangerous to 
radically, sexually oppress a large part of humanity, Meike Stoverock is concer- 
ned about female dominance, which is what she advocating. This is a very unjust 
and inhumane oppressive thesis. Yet media unanimously hype it, whereas the 
exact opposite happens with my books about the real oppression of men. This is 
how the oppression of men is enforced! The treatment of both books shows it 
abundantly clear. Meike's book deserves a critical review, both morally as a call 
to disenfranchise and oppress men, and in its limited feminist view and superfici- 
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al tone, which some called flippant. My books are an intellectual breakthrough 
that deserves recognition but is also ignored by today's men's (‘rights’) activists. 
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How The Opinion Media Lie To Us: Trashing Instead 
Of Reporting 


Alithough we have been violently lied to by feminists since at least 1968, with 


the cooperation of the media and the state, it is only since 2015 and the 
uncontrolled, illegal mass flood, often going to the ground, that German Michel 
are waking up and realising how one-sided, skewed and twisting the media 
report. Anyone who thinks differently is vilified as a #Nazi, #racist and 
#xenophobe, which is made even more ridiculous by the fact that positions that 
decades ago were shared by both the then people's parties CDU and SPD are now 
suddenly #Nazi, and views that were so maligned only years ago have since 
turned out to be true, are noticed and acknowledged by the media and the 
government. 


Due to the many one-sided distorted reports in the media, which are based on bi- 
ased opinions instead of facts, the media have degenerated into a kind of moral 
vigilante justice, bullying and mental lynch law, which excludes dissenters in a 
medieval way. It may be surprising that such methods are taken seriously at all, 
that there is anything left at all of the once proud reputation of the former 
democratic media and republic. This methodology began in 1968 in the wake of 
feminism, which seized power with nonsensical accusations such as 
“misogynist,” whereupon “political correctness” was imposed. 


The gradual awakening of federal citizens unfortunately only applies to certain 
issues where the contrast of facts and allegations is observed on a daily basis. 
Feminist issues and the sexes are hardly among them, because deep-rooted 
cavalier instincts and biological preference for women hinder recognition of the 
gigantic scale of the lies. 


Not only big media are infected by ruthless interpretation of opinion, but also 
small blogs. Reliably, no book critical of feminism has been mentioned or even 
reviewed in the mass media for decades, as long as it can be silenced; if this is no 
longer possible, an excuse is sought to sneer at it. The pack of quote twisters then 
pounces on anything that can be boldly misinterpreted. One of the many victims 
of such unfair distortion tactics was Eva Herman. 


It was predictable that a book title “The Oppression of Men”, which is intolerable 
to the feminist zeitgeist, would trigger the usual tactics: First concealment, then 
distortion. 
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It is also remarkable that apparently almost all books by my publisher have been 
reviewed; of all things, the book that stands out for its scientific research and new 
lines of argumentation, “the oppression of men’, has not been reviewed by any of 
the publications and journalists working with the publisher. This is an indictment, 
but not of the book, but of the non-reviewers. 


The only one that has reviewed the book is a tiny blog, and by their own admissi- 
on with distaste and only because they thought the book would get publicity: «As 
the book is currently stirring up some controversy» The approach is typical of the 
way the opinion media treat dissenters, whether #AfD, #migration or #Islam- 
critics, #feminism-critics or non-left #dissenters: First keep quiet, then denigrate. 
In contrast, feminists, leftists and migrants are heeded and enjoy fool's freedom; 
even death threats from their “politically correct” mouths are ignored and 
accepted. 

The blog must have strong helpers or good optimisers, because its now old rip-off 
has made it to the first page of the Google hit list and high up, which can put off 
readers and publishers alike and is an incentive for this chapter. 


Let's take a look at the review. Large parts of it do not deal with the book and the 
topic at all, but with their own attitude, which seems to be the main task of their 
‘journalism’, which is therefore best described by the word ‘attitude journalism’. 
They lecture on how to think, which patterns are good and which are bad; they 
judge, define which views are progressive and which are ‘unworthy’. From the 
very first moment, their approach is that of a moral instructor and censor of 
attitudes who never embarks on the adventure of reading a book with which he 
could leave his ideologically entrenched world view: 


«With all this, we are in danger of falling back into old patterns and throwing 
progress overboard. Instead of venturing out and trying out what constitutes 
equality in both positive and negative ways, and whether it is perhaps not so 
much a question of whether a man or a woman looks after the children, but rather 
who can devote the necessary time to it, conservative views are increasingly 
finding their way into the political discourse that invoke (or pretend to invoke) 
the security of traditional values. Of course, the palette does not end with the 
image of a traditional family; it is just as much about skin colour, nationality or 
sexes that cannot be clearly categorised in the binary system of male and 
female. Segregation instead of diversity, that is the simple, the more comfortable 
answer, the one that insists on short-term solutions. That it is one of the 
mechanisms used to respond to the ever-increasing complexity of the world is 
logical; it is only the speed with which these ideas migrate into the midst of 
society that surprises and shocks. 
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And where does Jan Deichmohle fit into these considerations?» (Booknerds, 
not a review but a political creed with sharp condemnation of unbelievers) 


This is a general ideological confession that has nothing to do with the book, the 
facts and arguments presented, or even the topic. The authors start from their 
world view and their ‘reflections’ in which they place the book and the author. 
This corresponds to the ‘attitude’ common in mass media, which has suppressed 
and replaced information. One does not deal with contents that contradict their 
world view, but frames them by one's attitude, which was called ‘framing’ in a 
study of state television and became a declared goal. Otherwise, one fantasises, 
insinuates, becomes unobjective, personal and avoids the topic. 

No attempt is made to understand the book, the facts, the arguments and the 
world view of the book. The intention is the “politically correct” integration into 
their own world view. The reference to “binary worldview” shows that the 
reviewers represent the worldview of gender ideology. With the fighting term 
‘diversity’, diversity is destroyed by suppressing an increasing multiplicity of 
views, if possible already in the beginning. In doing so, they refuse to even take 
note of the consequences of their utopian ideology, marginalising victims of their 
morally enforced mindset. 


They interpret the environment and the book from within a closed ideological 
world view, according to which they themselves are “progressive”, but thinking 
differently is “regressive”, for which it is enough to refer to a fundamental fact of 
life and biology, namely that there are two sexes. In the system of their ideology, 
this is reinterpreted as a “binary system” and as “compartmentalisation instead of 
diversity”. Within this closed system of ideology, “complexity” does not mean 
recognising the facts and the real coherences, but “complexity” is attributed by 
gender ideologues and those afflicted by it to themselves: They consider their 
own ideology to be “complex”, whereas all those who counter with facts 
allegedly “fall back into old patterns”, have “conservative views”, which to their 
regret “find their way into political discourse”. In short: dissenters are 
“conservative”, if not #Nazi, “simplifiers” and are to be kept out of the discourse; 
facts are at the same time considered a “traditional image” (of the Familié, for 
example) and a “simplification”. This has nothing to do with facts and logic, but a 
lot to do with emotion and ideology. 


It becomes even more grotesque when intellectual innovations and breakthroughs 
that reveal and prove hitherto unknown facts are dismissed as allegedly 
“retrogressive”. In their ideological delusion system, the stubborn feel themselves 
to be “progressive” when they close their minds to any intellectual progress, 
discredit and put down all people with new ideas as allegedly “regressive”. This, 
too, is a twisting performance according to Orwell's dystopia. 
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«What happens when disappointed people are excluded from the discourse for 
too long is shown by the current shift to the right, whether with Trump or with the 
AfD at the helm. Supporters of these movements feel almost systematically 
misunderstood and oppressed» (Booknerds) 


Hier verraten die Rezensenten unfreiwillig, da ,,enttauschte Menschen” zu lange 
vom Diskurs ausgeschlossen wurden, was natiirlich ,nichts mit nichts zu tun hat” 
und keine Zensur sei. (Ironie) Im Falle des Feminismus weise ich solchen Aus- 
schlu8 aller tieferen nichtfeministischen Argumente seit 1968 nach. Der zitierte 
Absatz befaft sich abermals mit der Gesinnung der Verfasser. Sie reden standig 
liber ihre eigene Weltsicht statt tiiber Buch und Thema. That people like the 
reviewers are incapable of understanding dissenters is proven with every 
sentence, as is their effort to suppress the misunderstood. 


«We have now reached a point where logic no longer seems to achieve much and, 
against all reason, the loudest politicians are given the vote.» (ibid) 


A phrase. In fact, it is the reviewers who bring only (re-) sentiment but no argu- 
ment, a lot of feeling and opinion, but no logic whatsoever, as will be proven with 
self-contradictions. Their general political confession has nothing to do with the 
subject or the book. They are only concerned with their confession and how the 
book fits into their world view. An engagement with the book and new topics is 
not intended. 


«But until this resolution, the question remains how to deal with such a position. 
Numerous literature blogs have reacted radically negative to the review 
requests on the part of Deichmohle and his publisher and did not want to offer 
the book a platform. An understandable attitude» (ibid) 


Involuntarily, the “reviewers” thus confirm the tactic of concealment with which 
arguments critical of feminism have been coldly suppressed since about 1968. In 
addition, there are many other methods, such as attacks on the person (ad 
hominem), distortion of content, which go as far as free invention. These methods 
have been with us since Esther Vilar had to emigrate in the 1970s after receiving 
death threats and feminist violence. The blog review here also contains many of 
the typical elements mentioned. 


Let us also note that the authors find the radical rejection of reviewing content 
disagreeable to them understandable and advocate it. The ‘reviewers’ do not que- 
stion whether what they believe is true; they would not think of questioning their 
worldview. Rather, they write clearly that the question is only how to deal with 
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dissenting views, or, to put it bluntly, how to fight the ideological opponent. They 
refuse the adventure of getting to know a new way of thinking. They do not 
review, but agitate. 


At the beginning, several paragraphs are aimed at the publisher, the presumed 
audience and the assumed attitude — the usual: ad hominem, setting up the person 
and environment as whipping boys before the topic is addressed. 

The first sentence on the content — and at the same time the first verifiable 
sentence that is not about attitude — is a bold-faced lie: 


«But well, let's leave all that aside for a moment and get to his arguments. On this 
point, Deichmohle makes it easy for the reader, because the entire three hundred 
and sixty-four page book is based on exactly one argument: the oppression of 
men is a biological fact. ... Social Darwinism in the 21st century, the 
misunderstood namesake will turn in his grave one more time.» 


Anyone who writes such nonsense must rely on the fact that readers of the 
scathing review have not read the book and will not read it, otherwise the 
reviewer would be disgraced as a cheeky liar. The reviewer has understood 
neither Darwin nor the book. 


There are many chapters in the book with almost as many topics and arguments. 
Let us at least have a look at the table of contents and the book: 


Chapter 1 “Female Choice and Feminism” 

Aha, even the first chapter is not only about biological facts, but also what 
feminism has done and continues to do with them. Thus we have two different 
lines of argumentation, one evolutionary and one socio-political. 


If anything, feminists here are “social Darwinist” in their methodology, not critics 
of feminism. Deriding citation of biological facts as “Social Darwinism” is as 
wrong as it is lowbrow. Historically, Social Darwinist was someone who 
advocated the displacement of the weaker by the stronger as a “law of nature”. I 
have never advocated such a thing, but have spoken out strongly against it. The 
insinuation is — as usual — the opposite of the truth. That feminists from the first 
wave until today have repeatedly argued in favour of Social Darwinism is 
something I have proven in my books. 


Simply throwing around nasty vocabulary and mud, according to the motto that 
something will stick, and non-readers of the book won't notice the deception. Has 
anyone rejected feminist books because the feminist claims were and are false 
and conspiracy theory (demonstrable), social Darwinism (demonstrable in several 
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waves), socialist utopia, gender racist, and so on? No. Feminism is allowed 
everything, feminism criticism is allowed nothing. 


No cliché is left out: 
«Who must also inevitably think of tin foil hats here?» (Booknerds) 


Irrelevance without limits. Subjective emotional associations do not require 
proof, which does not exist. 


Chapter 2: New Censorship Cases [in the new edition the order has changed] 


The second chapter has already presented at least the third new line of argument 
with plenty of evidence. How can someone lie so boldly that the book is based on 
“exactly one argument” or only one piece of evidence? Lying to get someone 
down might even be punishable, because spreading demonstrably false and 
dishonourable allegations is morally reprehensible and was a criminal offence in 
times when democracy and the rule of law still functioned. 


The chapter is about modern forms of censorship; it explains why the name “cen- 
sorship” is justified, explains how it works: differently than in classical times 
when the state had certain book titles banned. 


As an aside, the reviewers have themselves involuntarily provided evidence of 
media suppression of dissent, as has already been cited. 


Kapitel 4: Youth Movements [The chapter has been renamed and revised, but the 
topic is still covered in the book]. 


Again, a completely new topic and argument begins with new evidence unrelated 
to previous arguments. 


If there were still a functioning rule of law, a new criminal charge of demonstrab- 
le false allegation could be brought for almost every chapter in the book against 
the reviewers who repeatedly claim that the book relies on “exactly one 
argument” to discourage reading. 

The chapter is about the consequences of disintegrating sex relations. Presumably 
it was too difficult for the reviewers, too exhausting, or they didn't read into it at 
all. Or they were so angry about a view that could not be approved by feminism 
that they purposefully just looked for something that might be good to blast it, 
without even noticing the contents. 
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Chapter 5: Mistakes of Western Civilisation and Their Consequences 


This obviously goes to philosophical depths. In order for it not to have an impact, 
it needs quite crude defamations, because once read and thought about, all would 
be too late and lost. 


This chapter addresses and proves the following: Misandry and glorification of 
women is centuries older than feminism, probably began at the end of antiquity, 
at the latest in the Renaissance, and has since grown to destructive proportions — 
feminism is the consequence of an already previously rampant misandry and 
glorification of women. 


Chapter 6: Feminism Spread Imbalance And Inequality 


Aha. Yet another new logical argument and lots of evidence. If there were justice, 
the next charge would be for brazenly lying that there was “only one argument”. 


Substantive engagement with the denied arguments? Wrong. The entire review 
text is written with the intention of badmouthing. If the contents are even denied 
as non-existent, understanding is not to be expected at all. Those who close their 
eyes and understand nothing cannot write a meaningful review of what is not 
perceived and not understood. 


Who qualifies such ‘journalists’? Poor country that is disinformed by such media 
of attitude. 


Chapter 7: Feminist Hatred 
Next independent evidence and line of argument, at least the seventh. 
Chapter 10: One-Sidedness And Absurdity Of Perception 


Next line of argument with new evidence. The reviewers can scoff as much as 
they like: The statements are justified by modern evolutionary biology. But the 
reviewers do not understand this. Instead of reflecting on biological facts and 
questioning their own skewed perceptions, they mock the book and author with 
search queries on how often the words “skew” and “perception” appear. As an 
aside, their own skewed perceptions have been proven many times over. It is 
important and necessary to repeatedly point out such innate misperception 
because it must be overcome in order for us to free ourselves from rampant 
ideology. 
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«Deichmohle does not address that women have had little choice over thousands 
of years.» (Booknerds) 


This is a typical feminist phrase, refuted by genetic studies of reproduction with 
exact science, as well as by feminist writings cited in the book. In animals and 
humans, female members of the species choose, which was a driving force in the 
evolution of sex differences and family. Men have much less choice, even if we 
imagine this to be the case — it is a typical misperception. On the contrary, it was 
men who had little choice or chance for 60,000 years, so that at least four out of 
five men did not reproduce in our gene pool. 


Yet fact-resistant reviewers ignore the facts presented in the book and count on 
readers of the review not knowing the book and facts, so they get away with 
superficial vapour talk that caters to feminist sentiments and pretends the 
evidence refuting them does not exist. 


«There, a “gender ideology” is denounced that further oppresses men and 
radically censors other opinions. That the author himself develops an 
ideologically charged idea here» 


Booknerd has no argument whatsoever to refute the evidence of radical censor- 
ship and oppression of male losers. Instead, he agitates with ideologically char- 
ged phrases and then, in the usual feminist transference, insinuates that the 
opponent is doing what actually he himself is doing. The usual twisting of all 
facts into the opposite. Exact science is “ideology”, feminist gender ideology, on 
the other hand, is ‘progressive’ ‘science’. Orwell and his dystopia 1984 send their 
regards. 


«The associated solution approach» 


Like the Blaulicht Verlag, the journalists blithely invent positions in order to foist 
them on the author, according to the motto: No one who doesn't know the book 
will notice. It is hardly possible to be more dubious. 


And so on. The book makes excursions into ethnology and reflects on the 
structure and meaning of culture. Besides a certain philosophical depth, it goes to 
the heart of relations between people and sexes. A new theme. Not only in the 
book, but in the intellectual debate! Entirely new arguments that have not been 
made before. But the reviewers are either too deluded, too superficial or too 
stupid to notice — or they haven't even read that far. 
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The book builds on “only one argument”? That's not only wrong, it's ridiculous, 
embarrasses the reviewers. For they will find few books that come up with such a 
variety of new arguments. There are plenty of books that actually have a main 
argument or use already known arguments without being slated because of it. But 
this book, of all books, which has been knocked down on this pretext, offers such 
a variety of arguments that the reviewers are disgraced for their nonsensical 
writing. 


We have not yet reached the end of the book, but I don't want to bore you and I 
will break off the presentation of independent strands of argument here. Whoever 
listens to the defamatory drivel of the opinion media has only himself to blame. 


Their lie that the book is based on only one argument is repeated several times in 
the course of the review, according to the motto: If only lies are told often and 
systematically enough, readers will somehow believe it: 


«However, it is enough for Deichmohle to enter the field with a single 
argument» (Booknerds) 


In order to ensure that no one reads the book, which would expose the lie, the lie 
is repeated in Goebbels style until it has been turned into an emotionally per- 
ceived truth: 


«Author Jan Deichmohle develops a book of over three hundred pages from a 
single evolutionary-biological “proof”» (Booknerds) 


The reviewers seem to believe that constant repetition can turn a lie into a fact. At 
least three times this false claim was explicitly in the text. 
«It's a pity that such a book still finds a publisher today» (Booknerds) 


Clear announcement. Slating was the sole purpose of this outpouring of opinio- 
nated journalism. They explicitly endorse the oppression of dissenters with this 
sentence and make their slating part of that oppression. 


«that it took so long has nothing to do with “feminist censorship”» 


A 30-year delay in the arguments can of course have nothing to do with feminist 
censorship, although this is precisely documented in the book. Nor, of course, 
does the slating have anything to do with opinionated media (often clumsily 
called “lying press” in the vernacular). Irony off. 
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«Those who henceforth want to count us among the lying press should bear in 
mind that the book has received a critique at this point that seriously addresses its 
contents» (Booknerds) 


Ridiculous and foolhardy: the next fat lie. Content was so carefully ignored that it 
was claimed that the book was “based on exactly one argument”. A discussion of 
contents which, according to the false claim, did not even exist, understandably 
did not take place. After all, in the back of their minds, the detractors know that 
they are acting as a “lying press”. That is why they try to deny the obvious, 
pointing it out in the first place. 


«presents the main arguments of the author and takes a position on them» 


Funny. Here the detractors contradict themselves. For now, in the postscript, 
several main arguments are suddenly mentioned which, according to previous 
assertions, did not exist at all, but only one. It is equally false to claim that the 
denied arguments have been presented. Only one argument was mentioned — 
skewed and misunderstood, of course. Whether the reviewers read beyond a few 
paragraphs in the first chapter will remain their secret. 


Let's look at the end of the review in context. The last part is quoted in full, with 
my comments in between. 


«CONCLUSION: “The Oppression of Men” is an almost stereotypically badly 
written» (Booknerds) 

Interesting. My style is appreciated by intelligent people. Clichéd bad writing, on 
the other hand, is indeed the review. As is also the case with feminists: all facts 
are twisted into the opposite. 


«, idiosyncratically constructed » 


Unbiased minds might say “original”. But those who want to condemn can twist 
everything into a negative. 


«, between pseudo-scientific and ideological pretensions., » 


Twisting the facts into the opposite. Here, for the first time, hard facts of science 
and life are put together that have been denied or overlooked for decades. 
Pseudoscientific, on the other hand, are women's and gender studies, along with 
related “subjects” that have displaced exact, value-neutral science for decades. 
Feminist subjects were and are sentimental with ideological pretensions — the 
usual transference and reversal of facts. My books oppose such sentiment 
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pseudoscience and ideological sentiment journalism, aiming to re-establish an 
objective field of research. Of course, ideology journalists and biased people do 
not see ideology in themselves, but where it is not. 


«Plumply provocative and aggressively marketed book» 


Also an invention or oblique sentiment. Feminist tracts have been marketed pro- 
vocatively and aggressively for 150 years, and this has never been blamed on 
them; perhaps it could be said about Akif Piringci's last books, but hardly about 
this one. Moreover, the marketing is irrelevant, has nothing to do with value or 
content. On the contrary, the book is too factual and scholarly to attract the 
attention it deserves in a superficial market that prefers easily digestible 
scribblings. 


«, which, on top of that, has no substance. » 


The authors have proven that they either have not read the book or are brazenly 
lying: Instead of allegedly only “one single” argument, we already found eight 
different, independent strands of argumentation at a first glance, whereby we had 
not even looked at half of the chapters. Anyone who writes such blatantly untrue 
assertions does not want or cannot see any substance. The problem lies with the 
reader, as in the proverb: ‘If a hollow sound is produced when a head collides 
with a book, it need not be due to the book.’ 


«Author Jan Deichmohle develops a book of over three hundred pages from a 
single evolutionary-biological “proof’» (Booknerds) 


This is a repetition of the lie from the first sentence, which deigned to deal with 
the book's contents after personal low blows. We have already seen that we found 
a variety of independent arguments and evidence already listed in less than half 
of the chapter outline. 


Evidence is provided by the methods of various scientific disciplines. Evolution 
is only one of them. It also documents everyday experience of millions of men 
being rejected and made losers. If it were about women, a much smaller 
complaint would be a sensation, would be built up big by media and politics, 
laws would be passed and big campaigns would be launched to improve 
conditions. But because we are ‘white heterosexual men’, we are ridiculed and 
ignored. 


«, which is just as harebrained as the arguments he infers from it. » (ibid) 
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Evolution is not “hare-brained”, but exact science, which has been often 
contested for 150 years and not understood by many. As mentioned in the book, 
this is especially true of “sexual selection”, which is still not properly understood 
by most people today. Among the non-understanders of crucial facts of life are 
the would-be reviewers of the book. Their felt opinion is irrelevant. Evolutionary 
facts determine life, not the abstruse ideology of know-it-alls, do-gooders or 
opinionated journalists. Those who already do not understand the biological facts 
are also incapable of understanding my arguments derived from them. 
Embarrassing for the opinion journalists. 


«Instead of criticising feminism or the gender movement in its present forms» 


The reviewers, without being tainted by the slightest expertise, believe they know 
everything better and can prescribe what and how to think and argue. One value 
of the argumentation is precisely not to stop superficially at criticising only the 
latest folly genderism, which seems offensive at the moment, as most do. For 
centuries, the very mistake demanded by reviewers has been made again and 
again: Short-sightedly rejecting only the agenda that is outrageous at the moment, 
but failing to notice long-term connections and mistakes. That is why feminist 
ideology retains a monopoly on being allowed to think strategically and long- 
term alone. With their long-term strategy, they have always won and must win 
when confronted by confused people who forbid themselves to think strategically 
and long-term. 


Feminism and the gender movement are refuted in the book series not only in 
their current forms, but in all their premises, and at the same time they are taken 
ad absurdum. This is the purpose and task of the books, and goes much further 
than what opinionated do-gooders allow, who at most only criticise today's forms. 


« and to highlight aspects that are really worth discussing, » 


The concerms and plight of ‘white heterosexual men’ are apparently not even 
worth discussing; we are just allowed to shut up and die according to such ‘jour- 
nalists’. Our lives are not aspects worth discussing. What is debatable is 
determined by attitude teachers like the Booknerds. 


Those who do not read or understand the book, who deny all but one argument — 
a misunderstood argument at that — understandably cannot see the ‘debatable 
aspects’. Delusion — of reviewers who elevate their convictions to the measure of 
all things, who consider only that “worthy of discussion” which corresponds to 
their world view. 
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«The author insists on serving misogynist resentments » (Booknerds) 


Feminists like Alice Schwarzer can be proud of this phrase. They have no proof 
because it does not exist, is not true, is free invention. But the terms “misogynist” 
and “resentment” absolutely have to be accommodated. Incidentally, feminists 
and state feminist government are just showing how real misogynist their mass 
immigration policy is, making women and underage daughters (and boys and 
men) fair game, with problems swept under the carpet by the media. It is the 
ordinary men, much maligned by feminist minded people, who are championing 
causes for their women. Resentment speaks from every sentence of the reviewers; 
from no sentence of my book. If you don't believe it, check it out for yourself in 
the book. Have fun looking for a single resentment! 


«and to fall back into chains of argumentation that we have already left decades 
behind us. » 


Grotesque distortion. Almost all arguments are new, new worldwide, did not exist 
even outside our language area before my books. Yet the current feminist- 
influenced know-it-all mindset sees something “regressive” in every critique 
because they define themselves as “progressive”. This is circular reasoning based 
on navel-gazing. 


Incidentally, this is a feminist ploy that has been used since the 1970s to shoot 
down any objection to the women's movement: “You can't have a say because 
you don't know the state of our (intra-feminist) debates. We are long past that.” 
This meant that feminists had debates and decisions to themselves; the rest of the 
world had to submit. This foul method spread with the triumph of feminism, even 
among manipulated fools like the reviewers. 


«The conclusion: Exclusively hot air coupled with misogyny. Full stop!» 


A fitting end to the undignified ramblings. They have lied, denied and ignored all 
but one of the main arguments, twisted this one, brought nothing except personal 
and general political outbursts and clichés. Since 1968, such actions have 
included the ritualised accusation of alleged “misogyny”, which is just as 
inevitable as the “racism” accusation or Nazi comparison that hits anyone who 
dares to criticise the insanity of uncontrolled migration of millions. 


Their empathy disorder is so enormous that millions of male losers are first sup - 
pressed, then silenced, and if they speak out with an original book, ridiculed and 
made to look like a fool. They are incapable of humanity and compassion, but 
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pose as guardians of morality and empathy. You haven't seen anything like this 
since at least National Socialism, if such contortions ever existed before. 


They have employed many unobjective methods to cast a bad light: The publisher 
was mocked, as was the presumed reading public, the “tin foil hat” was invoked, 
although the only real conspiracy theory is the feminist one of the allegedly all- 
determining patriarchy, refuted in my books, so secret that not even feminists are 
able to flesh it out, resorting to gut feelings and insinuations. 


Even quotes and names were used for slating: Because the chapters on censorship 
and hate also considered the current democratic opposition, as their events are 
cancelled, boycotted or threatened, as well as people, which is equally censorious 
and hateful, they gloatingly cited that I had mentioned this or that person — with 
whom I have nothing in common — whom they must despise. The sentiment- 
mongers were banking on the fact that mere mention of ‘inopportune’ names, 
merely in quotes on censorship and hatred, could scare people away from reading 
and taking the book and the arguments seriously. 


With a full stop followed by an exclamation mark, the reviewers end their 
slander, which says more about the confused state of mind of an indoctrinated 
generation of opinion journalists than it does about a book they have either not 
read, or not understood, and whose contents they have untruthfully denied. 


In the same way, every other sentence in the review could be refuted as untruthful 
and tendentious. But enough of this; it is getting boring. The outpourings are not 
worth further engagement. 


Decades of total silence have now been followed by uncalled-for slating. Like 
Blaulicht Verlag, Normann and Chris have disgraced themselves in their blog by 
being unobjective. This must be documented, because it is the usual method of 
nipping dissent in the bud. In addition, both slurs have apparently reached the 
first page of the Google hit list for me through diligent linking or otherwise good 
visibility optimisation and have constantly moved higher there, thus having a da- 
maging effect. 


Such things must not be worthwhile. Those who viciously and unobjectively put 
down dissenters are disgraced. They must not be rewarded with a success of their 
methods, but must bear the just minimum punishment of having embarrassingly 
exposed themselves as people who spread unconscionable nonsense. 


Such nonsense only works because it successfully discourages reading, so that 
the falsity of the accusations cannot even be noticed by non-readers. The only 
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review visible was this one, right at the top of Google search results, thus suc- 
ceeding in a dirty assassination of the book. Manipulated contemporaries found 
it, did not read the book, but sneered jubilantly: 


«Oh, I'm so happy. You don't have to answer any more.» (Petronilla, 27.2.2021) 


éa Petronilla “> #noafd @ 3% Boycott Amazon 


@GubyPetronilla 


@Jan_Deichmohle 
Hach, bin ich happy. Brauchst nicht mehr zu antworten. 


Jan Deichmohle - Die Unterdriickung der Manner (Buch) - R... 
Autor Jan Deichmohle entwickelt ein Uber dreihundert Seiten 
starkes Buch aus einem einzigen evolutionsbiologischen ... 
© booknerds.de 


4:33 nachm. - 27. Feb. 2021 - Twitter for iPhone 


In the next chapter we will see how I am sometimes accused of one thing, some- 
times the exact opposite. The accusations contradict themselves, only malice re- 
mains as a constant. The only red line is indignant rage to spoil my books unread 
so that no one reads them. To suppress it, every reproach and at the same time its 
opposite comes in handy. It is the same meanness with which male losers are op- 
pressed, which is reflected in the treatment of the author, his books and argu- 
ments. The oppression of men extends to all levels, even into private life. It is 
dismissed and blanked out because no one wants to deal with the injustice or 
even stop it. The most blatant oppression hits ‘white heterosexual male losers’. If 
you only admit to being one, you have already lost. 
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Absurdity And Spite as The Only Constant in 
Crucifying The Book 


In order not to sink into a welter of spiteful feelings that paralyse the mind, as is 
regularly the case with feminists of both sexes and other hysterical extremists, we 


should take a step back, soberly logically assess and compare the treatment of 
both sides. 


e Feminist tracts have been hyped up for generations, effectively supported by 
mass media. Critical books like mine are first totalignored, then, when that no 
longer works, viciously slated. 

e Feminist tracts are touchy-feely, biased and one-sided, which is deliberately 
widespread feminist methodology, as I have demonstrated in “Critique of Femi- 
nist Ideology” using “science theory’ feminist foundational works on methodolo- 
gy, but it is not them but critics or free men who are accused of what is true about 
feminists but precisely not about critical men. 


The only common denominators in the accusations against my books are anger 
and malicious feelings of dismay on the part of the detractors. Logically, they 
contradict themselves on every point. Booknerds accused my book of having 
only one argument. It could hardly be more wrong. There are few books that are 
so diverse in their argument. One-sided and built on a false argument are feminist 
books, but where it fits, that's just not how they argue. On Twitter, @Lichtronny 
just mocked me for the exact opposite, the breadth of my topics. 

«Are you an old-school universal genius? The range is enormous!!1!! 11!!!" 
(@Lichtronny, 2/18/2021, debate on “The Oppression of Men’’) 

«Didn't you also tache/teach at Havard?» (ibid, see below) 


Obnoxious intellectual dwarfs fail to see their own immaturity and instead indul- 
ge in their sole competence of dragging through the mud what they are incapable 
of grasping. It is a phenomenon of our time that unmannerly and unscientific 
louts, who are both characteristically and intellectually unfit for universities, re- 
search and teaching, are rolled out the red carpet and given professorships in the 
feminist state, whereas qualified people with their approaches are excluded from 
ideologically infested universities and additionally ridiculed. 


«How many times a day do you actually advertise this rubbish? Nobody buys it — 
and that's been the case since the 80s. And that has to do with your disturbingly 
insane effect as a person, as well as with the nasty layouts, the abysmal titles and 
the loony blurb texts.» (@Lichtronny, 18.2.2021) 
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Ronny Licht 
@LichtRonny 


Antwort an @Jan_Deichmohle @R_Droite und 4 weitere Personen 


"Ja". Danke, dass ich Ihr Schuler sein durfte. Sie 
begrtinden ganze Schulen. 


3:03 nachm. - 18. Feb. 2021 - Twitter Web App 


Ronny Licht @LichtRonny - 16 Min. 
B*) Antwort an @Jan_Deichmohle @R_Droite und 4 weitere Personen 


Wahnsinn! Allein der Klappentext! 
Haben Sie nicht auch in Harvard geleert/gelehrt? 
Ich hoffe Sie vergeben mir meinen Ubermut. 


Ronny Licht @LichtRonny - 19 Min. 

&) Antwort an @LichtRonny @Jan_Deichmohle und 5 weitere Personen 
Sind Sie ein Universalgelehrter alter Schule? 
Die Bandbreite ist enorm!!1!!11!! 


Ronny Licht 
@LichtRonny 
Antwort an @Jan_Deichmohle 


Wie oft pro Tag machen Sie eigentlich Werbung fur 
diesen Stuss? Es kauft niemand - und das seit den 
80ern. 

Und das hat mit Ihrer verst6érend irren Wirkung als 
Person zu tun, wie auch mit den Ublen Layouts, den 
grottigen Titeln und den klapsigen Klappentexten. 
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Angry Troll rote_mus 


Che previous unobjective and malicious review was even surpassed on the publi- 
sher's pages. It was striking that a person who himself wrote that he had not read 
the book and “wouldn't even touch it with a pair of pliers” had nothing better to 
do for six weeks than to lash out at an unread book and its author, angrily 
shouting both down in capital letters. The title of the book had apparently been 
enough to make him go completely berserk. 


In the comments section on an article in the publisher's magazine, rote_pimmm 
showed with shouting and verbal karate attacks that a sore spot had been hit. 
While the level is unworthy, the attack should receive a response, if only to make 
it clear that such assaults are not worthwhile. Besides, it is symptomatic of the 
perception, feeling and thinking of many in the feminist-influenced era. Theref- 
ore, this unfair method of ridiculing dissenters should be answered by way of 
example. 

Sie setzen auf Emotion, auf die Wirkung emotionaler Vorwiirfe, weil Sie sachlich kein 

Argument haben, nicht einmal Buch und Thema kennen, also gar nicht wissen, wovon Sie 

sprechen. 

Es gibt aus Sicht der Evolution keine folgenreichere Diskriminierung als Ausschluf von 

Sexualitat und Fortpflanzung. Die Behauptung, ich hatte ,.nicht mal eine Sekunde“ an die 

selektierten Manner gedacht, ist grober Unsinn, den Sie nur schreiben kénnen, weil Sie meine 

Biicher nicht gelesen haben. 

Nach langem Schweigen ohne Kommentare wurde ich in Blog und diesem Artikel zeitgleich 

persénlich und unsachlich angegriffen, was nach einer gezielten Aktion aussieht, um eine 

Meinung, die Sie verachten, mit Buch und Verfasser durch eine Schlammschlacht zu 

beschiadigen. 


rote_pille | 27. Juli 2016 um 13:32 | 


WENN MAN KEINE FRAU FINDET DIE MIT EINEM KINDER HABEN 

WILL, WIRD MAN NICHT DISKRIMINIERT, VERDAMMT NOCH 
MAL! ES GIBT KEIN RECHT, ICH WIEDERHOLE, ES GIBT KEIN RECHT AUF 
FORTPFLANZUNG, DAS MAN VON FRAUEN EINFORDERN KONNTE! HOREN SIE 
GEFALLIGST AUF, BULLSHIT ZU REDEN UND AKZEPTIEREN SIE DIE REALITAT! 


«IF YOU CAN'T FIND A WOMAN WHO WANTS TO HAVE CHILDREN 
WITH YOU, YOU ARE NOT DISCRIMINATED AGAINST, DAMN IT! 
THERE IS NO RIGHT, I REPEAT, THERE IS NO RIGHT TO PROCREATE..:! 
STOP TALKING BULLSHIT AND ACCEPT REALITY!» 
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Capital letters are on the internet what shouting and screaming are in real life; 
such shouting down of dissenters has an odour of fanatical people's court, later 
the verbal karate of the feminist “Sisterhood” and other dogmatic bigots. This 
betrays a lack of empathy towards men, because no one would think of attacking 
a woman in this tone. On the contrary, if a woman had written it, everyone would 
be overflowing with sympathy, helpfulness, obligingness, the book would be a 
sensation hailed by all male and female feminists, it would be congratulated for 
its courage, its presentation, language and new ideas would be celebrated as an 
intellectual breakthrough; the media would report without interruption; the 
material would be compulsory reading at schools and universities. If, yes, if I 
were a woman and had written about exclusion by men. But the opposite 
happens: radical, angry, indignant rejection for irrational reasons, full of hatred 
and personal gloating. The biological empathy gap has been turned into a total 
loss by feminism, which prevents empathy for male losers, furthermore 
ideologically furiously suppresses it. The psychopathology of man-hating and 
feminism are revealed in such outbursts. 


I proved this statement in the book “NO!” by contrasting a successful book 
praised in the media in which a woman described how she tried to get rid of 
her virginity. It was an absurd topic because almost any man would be willing 
to help her with it immediately, but was praised as a topic and book and be- 
came a success. But woe betide you if you are a man, the exact opposite ap- 
plies! 


If a woman were denied the right to procreate, there would be loud cries of pro- 
test and at least accusations of fascism. With a man, the exact opposite is yelled 
in capital letters. 


We must not overlook this extreme contrast in perception and treatment; it is key 
to understanding the problem. Because rage, hatred and indignation trigger and 
guide such defensive reactions, the blind anger that someone dares to touch the 
biological discrimination of male losers, which feminism has once again taken to 
extremes and turned into moral and ideological discrimination, arguments are not 
important. 


The mere idea that men might have been disadvantaged, and thus the title of the 
book, is already enough to trigger an angry, spiteful reaction of oppression. 
Arguments are not even examined. They are laughed at in ignorance, and thus out 
of prejudice. 
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»l WOULDN'T TOUCH IT WITH A TEN-FOOT POLE” was his response to my 
criticism that he had not read or understood it: He didn't even read what he was 
shouting down. 


People like rote_mmm often reply with pathetic stammering that contains nothing 
substantial except negative emotions: 


—«Blah, blah...» (rote_mmm) 
The very first utterance of rote_mmm shows his level. 


ln doing so, rote_mmm demonstrates a complete inability to feel empathy and 
compassion for men. Such selective inability to empathise only against (domes- 
tic) men has characterised our society since the feminist seizure of power, to an 
even greater extent ideologised concrete heads, whether feminists, left-wing 
radicals or similar extremists of their environment.” 


—<EMOTIONAL BULLSHIT! ARGUMENTS ARE MADE ON A RATIONAL 
BASIS! I SHIT ON YOUR FEELINGS!» (rote_mmm) 


I am sorry to have to harass readers with such hateful roars at an intellectual zero 
level and to drag them into the lowlands of a mudslinging on the internet, with 
which the first German edition of this book — and my publishing relationship — 
was jeopardised, as well as two other contracts for other books with this 
publisher, which went to pieces due to such vicious reactions and lack of interest. 
Unfortunately, in the short term, the brawlers actually succeeded, which shall not 
be repeated. In the long run, they will be the embarrassed ones, unable to prevent 
book and arguments, but rather involuntarily advertising it. 


Who is emotional here, pray tell? The one who shouts “EMOTIONAL 
BULLSHIT!”,, takes no notice of the facts, doesn't even read them, who can't 
come to any logical conclusion because of his rage and dogmatism, who out- 
screams his ignorance and lack of logic. He twists all facts into the exact opposi- 
te: I argue scientifically and rationally. He roars emotionally, rages me down out 
of a feeling. He engages in the typical distortion of feminist epoch. 


—«Who only whines, emotionalises and doesn't provide any RATIONAL 
arguments gets such a response and deserves it 100%. I would give it to him 
again EVERY TIME.» (rote_mmm) 


red_ mmm emotionalises by shouting around. Any rational criticism of it is 
defamed as “whining” that did not exist. 
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—«I am an anarchist» (rote_mmm) 


This does not absolve you from logic, objectivity and decency, which are sadly 
lacking in rote_mmm's comments. 


“First of all, his biological argument is one-sided. If we accepted nature, then 
male strength would also have to be completely free, then men, with their usually 
greater physical strength, would have to be able to take what they want just as 
naturally as women are allowed to reject them, which would be rape and is of 
course highly taboo and forbidden.” 


—«“Accepting nature” means only as much as “not committing immoral acts to 
correct natural inequalities”.» (rote_mmm) 


All that rote_mmmm masters is brutality, which only feigns logic because he 
tramples down every thought that does not suit him. For all his rage and 
dogmatism, rote_mmm does not notice the illogic of his unmannerly and brutal 
trampling: he arbitrarily defines "accepting nature" as it suits him. If we accept 
nature, there must also be no "immoral acts committed to correct natural 
inequality". Feminists of all waves did just that and were supported by society in 
doing so; men, on the other hand, are not allowed to correct inequalities if they 
are to their disadvantage - such inequalities are sacrosanct. 

The reverse is usually true: We must also not "commit acts that promote 
inequality". But when women do so through increased selection and increasingly 
demanding behaviour, this is radically supported by red_mmm. Immoral in both 
cases appears only when men do it, not when women do the same, which brings 
us to subliminal misandry. 


» lhe loser of discrimination, which is selection, is subsequently still bullied. This 
is morally similar to the lack of empathy of concentration camp guards who make 
fun of emaciated prisoners.” 


—«Whining, no argument.» (rote_mmm) 


The emotional bullying tactics of red_mmmum are obvious. This is not “whining”, 
but stating facts. It is also an important argument: red_mmm's radical refusal to 
show a modicum of human decency and empathy (“I SHIT ON YOUR 
FEELINGS”) is selectively directed at men. Feminists he does not shout down. 
It is the same in society as a whole. It is an important and logical argument that 
equal treatment of both sides would be necessary for balance, which does not 
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even begin to exist; on the contrary, all feminist waves have reinforced unequal 
preference for their view and interests from the beginning. 


If consideration is given to women, then the same must apply to men. With this, I 
am not “whining” or demanding consideration. I am working with correct, formal 
logic: “If... then.” Iam not claiming the “if’, because logically equivalent would 
be to show no special consideration for neither women nor men. But the fact- 
ignoring rage emotion-controlled screamer red_mmmum is already out of his depth 
with formal logic. He will probably classify this again as “drivel” or “blah blah” 
because elementary logic is already out of reach for him. 


—«The claim that selection and discrimination are identical is absurd, why has 
already been explained, no counter-argument has been made.» (rote_mmm) 


Lie and error. That selection is discrimination, which simply means “distinction”, 
has been justified. As always, rote_mmmm likes to overlook any argument that 
does not suit him, and then has the impudence to claim that there was none. This 
distinction (vulgar Latin: “discrimination’”) is even the most momentous in 
human life. The term “discrimination” is used by biologists for sexual selection. 


«Men do write to women who are less educated than themselves a little more 
often, but they discriminate far less than women. ... Every action is ultimately 
aimed at procreation, but the way to get there is different for both sexes.» (Sko- 
pek/Schulz et al. 2009; 2010; Schulz 2010, David Glowsky: Globale Partner- 
wahl) 


That's a fact of biology, baby. 
«female discrimination among sperm»*”’ 


«Female choice is apparently exercised far more actively than Darwin (1871, 
cited in Stamps 1997) and until the 1980s (this century!) most of his successors 
thought possible. Several strategies are under discussion that would allow 
females to control with some degree of certainty who fertilises their eggs. These 
strategies start both before and after copulation has already occurred (overview in 
Birkhead & M¢ller 1992). 

Human biologists and anthropologists are currently adding the species Homo 
sapiens to the list of species studied. Bellis & Baker (1990) have found evidence 
that the aforementioned fertilisation control is also exercised (largely 
unconsciously) in humans. 


37 http://www.gromfy.com/biologen-untersuchen-weibliche-promiskuitat-im-labor- 
wie-spermien-konkurrieren/ 
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J. Omithol. 140, 431-441 (1999) 

© Deutsche Ornithologen-Gesellschaft/Blackwell Wissenschafts-Verlag, Berlin 
ISSN 0021-8375 

Sexuelle Selektion und die Evolution von Kopulationen auferhalb des Paarbun- 
des: Spielregeln der Weibchen 

Valentin Amrhein»?** 


You can't debate with someone who ignores and twists content as consistently as 
rote_mmm. This net identity is more unobjective and aggressive than Alice 
Schwarzer under the cover of anonymity. It would have been better not to 
activate rote_mmum's comments after too many abusive remarks. 


—«Selection is not discrimination against men, still. Selection is directed against 
individual men, not against the group “men”.» (rote_ mmm) 


Logical error. To discriminate means to “distinguish”. Men are differentiated. By 
the way, the selection process for the gas chambers in the concentration camps 
was also called selection. According to rote_mmm's illogic, concentration camp 
prisoners would not have been discriminated against because it was not the group 
of prisoners, i.e. all of them, but only individual concentration camp prisoners 
who were sent to the gas chambers. 


—«Gender interests do not exist in this context, I have already shown that.» 
(rote_mmm) 


red_mmm has shown nothing at all. This network identity is anarchistically de- 
structive, i.e. it attacks and destroys without delivering anything except prejudice. 
This net identity angrily and not tolerating contradiction (like Alice Schwarzer) 
asserts something without clearly defining it in advance, as it happens to fit. With 
these diffuse assertions, predetermined by his prejudice and dogma, everything 
that red_mmmm does not like is then culled down. Because this person gets so 
violent, many readers don't realise how illogical and nonsensical rote_mmm is. His 
mark of quality is aggressiveness and prejudice. Logic is absent. He should 
express his assertion to an evolutionary biologist or fany real expert; they will 
take him apart. 


—«Should Mrs. Kablitz, for example, be expropriated because some men don't get 
their jobs because of women's quotas? There you notice again the collectivist 
mindset, which is the number one problem with real feminists. mr. Deichmohle 
and the feminists are only two sides of the same coin.» (rote_mmm) 


338 https://camargue.unibas.ch/j_ornithol1999.pdf 
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A blatant feint and logical error. He is letting his imagination run away with him 
and confusing it with reality. First rote_mmm invents something completely 
ridiculous in order to then impute it to the opponent, which, however, was never 
claimed and is completely contrary to my argumentation. In the end, an equally 
absurd unfounded equation with feminists, based on his fantasised insinuation. It 
could hardly be more sick. Anyone who distorts things so inseriously is out of 
place in objective debates. 


—«Unfortunately no content detected.» (rote_ mmm) 


Anyone who refuses to read the content (“I wouldn't even touch something like 
that with a pair of pliers”) and therefore neither knows nor understands it cannot 
‘detect’ any content. This falls back on red_mmm, who for 5 weeks has been 
ranting about something he/she neither knows nor understands. 


—«Ich werde wiitend, wenn er stattdessen versucht abzulenken» (rote_mmm) 


Indeed: rote_mmmum rages constantly. If I bring up a logical argument, he does not 
understand it and dismisses it as “distracting” because rote_mmum is so strongly 
entrenched in his own dogmatics that it is impossible for him / her to think along. 
My argumentation takes place outside his / her dogmatic world view and is 
therefore incomprehensible to this person. But that is his / her problem. Every 
argument is then considered a “distraction” from his/her preconceived opinion. 


—«Mr D. has only had a few arguments so far, and even those have all been 
picked to pieces.» (rote_mmm) 


So far, rote_mmm has not understood any of the arguments, not even read the 
book. rote_mmm does not “pick to pieces”, but tramples on what he does not even 
know, let alone understand. Fact-based counter-arguments he certainly doesn't 
have, instead sheer rage. This is such a disgusting style that a good moderator 
would not have to deactivate it, because apart from insults and denigration there 
is no sensible argument. 


—<“Tnjustice” is a morally charged term. Mr D would have to prove that 
individual women act immorally in order to be allowed to use this term. He 
cannot do that» (rote_ mmm) 


You haven't read any of my books, but you want to know in advance what I 
can't manage? (= pre-judice) Hallelujah! It's getting too stupid for me. You 
don't inform yourself, red_mmm, therefore you don't know what you are 
talking about, but for 5 weeks you have been waging an annihilation attack 
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against something you did not read, neither know nor understand. I have 
irrefutably documented double standards and double moral on all subjects in 
all my books. 


—«lf I put forward the thesis that Mr Deichmohle is unable to provide solutions, 
then this solution to the thesis cannot be found in Mr Deichmohle's books either, 
which is why the reference is pointless.» (rote_mmm) 


Again, hair-raising illogic that is a pain to deal with. Let's recap: rote_mmm puts 
forward a thesis, namely that “Deichmohle is not in a position to provide 
solutions”. This bold thesis is nowhere substantiated or proven. It is also unpro- 
vable, because even the most stupid so far could find a solution. His generalisati- 
on in advance and in ignorance would be wrong with anyone. From his 
nonsensical thesis rote_mmm draws a conclusion, namely, that the solution cannot 
be in the books either. From a false assumption something is to be “logically” 
deduced in a circular way! This illogicality is so hair-raising that such a person 
would have to be revoked his higher education entrance qualification if there 
were any residual quality of education. 


Last but not least, he deduces from his circular argument that a reference would 
be pointless. In fact, the occupation with illogical rage is pointless. 


—«I don't have to refute a sentence of feminist bullshit for every sentence of Mr 
Deichmohle with bullshit content.» (rote_ mmm) 


Apart from swearwords, no content. I have not advocated anything that resembles 
feminist content, that is, the same thing with a different sign. A false insinuation, 
freely invented. I pointed out double standards that also characterise his 
unobjective blather. What I wrote was that there is no balance if one side is 
allowed to use certain methods but the other is not. That is a logically correct 
statement. It does not follow that I want to use that method. (Logically correct 
would be to conclude either both sides should use the method, or neither). This 
overwhelms red_mmam in his lack of capacity for logic, empathy and equal rather 
than double standards. 


As a mathematician, I am gripped with horror. Anyone who cannot think free of 
emotion and judgement is incapable of objective science. rote_mmm has one more 
thing in common with feminism: not only its verbal karate, but also its emotional 
involvement, which prevents value-neutral, objective thinking. Logical thinking 
requires freedom from emotion, like working with mathematical formulae. 
Instead of factual, mathematical thinking, rote_mmm works with yelling, 
insinuations and aggressiveness, i.e. emotionally. And like feminists, he twists 
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facts into the opposite, does not see his own emotionality and lack of objectivity, 
but falsely attributes it to the other person. 


—<As if Mr D is playing philosophically on my level. Yes, that was an ad 
hominem, because this last paragraph of Mr. D's is full of them and I like to give 
one back.» (rote_ mmm) 


Conceited is rote_mmm also. rote_mmm on a “philosophical level”? Ridiculous, 
because he can't even manage formal logic (lower grade). He makes one false 
conclusion after another. The only common denominator is emotional brutality. 
At least he has admitted his “ad hominem”. Someone who so clumsily argues 
wrongly would have been kicked out in our first semester. His unmannerly 
aggressiveness Should also have resulted in immediate expulsion. 


—«Feminism is not the issue, but Mr Deichmohle's mistakes.» (rote_mmm) 


You have not found any error. You couldn't either, because you haven't even read 
the book, facts and arguments, as you wrote yourself. Ignorant, you have been 
engaging in ridiculous comment section bashing for 5 weeks. 


—«Missed the point. I criticised Mr. Deichmohle and he comes back with “but the 
feminists are soo evil!» (rote_mmm) 


No, you are missing the point. I am demonstrating deeply rooted misandry in so- 
ciety, long before feminism. You, rote_mmm, are more deeply affected by this 
misandry than you realise, even if you should be a male anarchist. One conse- 
quence of this subliminal and unconscious misandry is your total inability to 
empathise, which you furiously dismiss. To you, feelings are ridiculous. But this 
is not a “fuss”, it is a scientifically demonstrable deficiency that creates skewed 
perceptions that favour women and denigrate male losers. For you, too. That is 
the reason why you are attacking me, not feminists. I criticise double standards 
that shape you and you defend. 


—«No answer to my hard-hitting criticism.» (rote_mmm) 
You have not expressed criticism, but your total lack of understanding. 
—<And again the victim whine» (rote_ mmm) 


Ridiculous, there was no whining. Your brutality and lack of empathy shows an 
inhumanity that makes you a dangerous person. If you had been born during the 
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Nazi era, you could have been a good concentration camp guard, unhampered by 
compassion or decency in your “work”. 


—«Firstly, I am not shouting down a group, just an individual whoo, through his 
refusal to make rational arguments, has made me» (rote_mmm) 


You shout down, as you yourself admit, all male losers, which under feminist 
conditions should be about 80 percent of men, in which feminists agree with 
genetic analyses. My arguments are scientific and rational, as a glance at the book 
would have immediately shown. It can only be described as outrageous when 
someone who constantly shouts around styles himself as “rational” and factual 
books as “irrational”. This is an outright reversal of the facts into the opposite, as 
is also common among feminists, by the way, to whom you are more similar than 
you realise in your double-moral dogmatism. 


—«Secondly, I do not idolise anyone» (rote_mmm) 


You have presented female selectivity as an absolute moral fact in your usual 
brutality and radicalism. This is an idolisation of the female side. 


—«And thirdly, Mr Deichmohle wants the men to be favoured» (rote_mmm) 


Another ridiculous insinuation that cannot be substantiated by anything, a patho- 
logical insinuation of your twisted imagination, rote_mmmm. 


—«And my whole criticism, MY WHOLE DAMN CRITICISM OF MR 
DEICHMOHLE IS IN AN ARGUMENTATION WHOSE CONCLUSION IS 
THAT MEN ARE NOT, I REPEAT, NOT DISCRIMINATED!» (rote_mmm) 


Again, rote_mmm yells pointlessly, has no factual, scientific or otherwise 
reasonable justification. Capital letter shouting in ignorance of unread facts. Only 
someone as dogmatically entrenched in prejudice as rote_mmmm can mistake 
unobjective yelling for a “conclusion”. He emotionally dismisses in advance the 
idea that men might be discriminated against with a paralysing vehemence that 
stifles any thought process and prevents one from perceiving the facts. Judgement 
before knowledge is the original definition of prejudice. rote_mmm not only wants 
to ignore facts and arguments himself, but also to prevent others from engaging 
with the facts. Thus he becomes the suppressor of a truth rejected by emotional 
prejudice. 


—«l UNDERSTAND DAMN WELL. MR. DEICHMOHLE TRIES TO DROWN 
MY CRITICISM IN A SEA OF DRIVEL: NOW IT'S SUPPOSED TO BE ME; 
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WHO DOESN'T DISCUSS THE TOPIC, EVEN THOUGH HALF OF MR. 
DEICHMOHLE'S LAST POST, ACCORDING TO MY ANALYSIS (REFUTE 
IT IF YOU DARE), COMPLETELY MISSED THE POINT, AND ON 
PURPOSE, BECAUSE MR. DEICHMOHLE IS CLEAR DEEP INSIDE THAT 
HE IS WRONG!» (rote_mmm) 


rote_mmum has nothing to offer apart from drivel in a bellowing tone and deceives 
himself with his bellowing about his lack of knowledge of the facts, his ignorance 
of the book, the subject, what it is all about. rote_mmm does not know and does 
not want to know, but absolutely judges it in advance. This is in line with the 
word meaning of “prejudice”, is embarrassing and stupid. Only he feels smart 
because he does not see the world outside his dogmatically closed world view. 


“In doing so, rote_mmm demonstrates the complete inability to feel empathy and 
compassion for men. Such selective inability to feel empathy for (domestic) men 
has characterised our society since the feminist seizure of power, to an even 
greater extent ideologised concrete heads, whether feminists, left-wing radicals or 
similar extremists of their environment.” 


—«EMOTIONAL BULLSHIT! ARGUMENTS ARE MADE ON A RATIONAL 
BASIS! I SHIT ON YOUR FEELINGS!» (rote_mmm) 


Distortion of all facts into the opposite. Such shouting is emotion, and of the most 
aggressive and negative kind. rote_mmm shouts emotionally and unobjectively 
(irrationally), imputing to the opponent what he alone does. That's exactly how 
feminists operate. 

He also does not gird the many feminists for months in this tone, but instead one 
of the very rare critics of feminism. This expresses the selective and skewed 
perception that my books describe. He demonstrates this mechanism to us in 
capital letters. 


In the future, the mass psychology of the misandric age will be studied as much 
as the mass psychology of fascism. The pathological subliminal, unconscious 
hatred exemplified by rote_mmm pervades the whole of society, is embedded in 
men as well as women. Feminists have promoted subliminal hatred of men, but it 
is not limited to them. rote_mmm's roar will be a treasure trove for the 
psychologists of the future. 


«Even for the IS rapists, who simply take what they want, I have more respect 
than for people like Mr. D., because at least they are honest and they also have 
more of a future than Mr. D.»*” (rote_mmm) 


3° http://juwelen-magazin.com/?p=841 
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It is no longer possible to debate with people who have crossed the last bounda- 
ries of civilised decency. red_mmm is not only incapable of empathy and compas- 
sion in an aggressive way, but even more radical than many feminists. Not even 
Alice Schwarzer would be so stupid as to so clearly publicly embarrass herself 
into respecting IS rapists more than a critic of feminism. (Even if many de facto 
like to.) Sometimes men are the worst feminists, even if they don't call 
themselves that or think they are. 


Anything that shakes rote_mmm's dogmatic worldview is angrily trashed. 
rote_mmm is himself the sectarian, even his sectarian accusation twisted to 180 
degrees. 


His annihilation tactic is to lure snippets of information one by one into the com- 
ments section where he can pounce on them without comprehension. The author 
is supposed to repeat the content of the book again in the comments section at 
great expense to each individual troll, for the sole purpose of trampling it there 
with emotional, blind aggression, but without comprehension. This leads the 
principle of the book ad absurdum. A publisher would be well advised not to 
support such business-damaging methodology. 


With such senseless bellowing, the book has been buried by the publisher. It is an 
important book for which a future time will be ripe, because it goes further in 
terms of content than other, shallower and therefore more easily catchy texts in an 
ideological era. Exactly what is offensive now will one day be the only 
interesting thing left of a lost society on a suicide course. 


This kind of thing happens a lot: if anyone gets in touch at all, it's often a troll 
who demands free tutoring from the author in the comments section so that they 
don't have to buy the book, and then rip it to shreds. It's a mixture of the free rip- 
off mentality and the mind censor mentality: unpleasant contemporaries furiously 
demanding for free, only to trample even more furiously afterwards. 


Critical people, on the other hand, often think they already know everything 
themselves and therefore don't need to read a book. 
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Wirr Licht al feder8.ru 
Ich lach schon den halben morgen Uber diese Jammertirade 


Link zu nicht-feminist.de 
#Sex uelle Selektio rd bei Mensch und verwandten Tieren von #Frauen ausgeibt, die aufgrund von Schwangerschaft 
und Geburt im Zentrum von #Familie und #Fortpflanzung steher ogegen Manner sich un 
***Ich krieg keine ab! {heul} *** 
Die Ubrigen Manner den #diskriminiert und ausgeschlossen. Deutlicher und krasse 
sein 
Buhuu, und ich bin voll Bumsdiskriminiert! 


ehung des Ausschlusses, weshalb es kein #Mitleid fu Manne gibt, wohl aber fiir Frauer 


On the internet, too, there is only a choice between being hushed up and such 
vicious reactions. Strangely, feminists have so far held back because they 
probably realise how much they could embarrass themselves or involuntarily 
advertise. They are happy to leave the dirty work of oppression to male feminists, 
who are now everywhere from left to right, having indoctrinated whole 
generations from childhood. 


«I've been laughing half the morning at this tirade of woe» (“Wirr Licht’) 
“Sexual selection in humans and related animals is carried out by females” 
«***T can't get any! (howl)***» (Comment “Wirr Licht” = “Confused Light’) 


“The remaining men are #discriminated against...” (Deichmohle) 

«Boo-hoo, and I'm fully Fuck-discriminated against!» (“Confused Light’) 
“Likewise, for evolutionary reasons, the lower their rank or standing, the more 
drastically #men are already perceived, and subsequently treated, worse.” 
(Deichmohle) 


“Wirr Licht” (his name translates as “Confused Light”) lives up to his name. He 
does not understand a problem that has been scientifically proven to have 
excluded at least 80 per cent of men from procreation in the last 60,000 years, 
and even caused a disproportion of 17 mothers to 1 father worldwide in a 
possibly feminist transition period at the end of the Ice Age. 


By ignoring the arguments, by laughing at the messenger, he harms himself in his 
delusion, for catastrophic disproportions threaten to spread among us. Anyone 
who reaches out to him for help will still be beaten up by such self-destructive 
haters. Such people deserve no better than to experience such misfortune 
themselves, so that their arrogance may vanish. But everyone else who innocently 
slides into a catastrophe deserves help and solidarity. 
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Such hate reactions would have been called “emotional plague” by a sexual 
reformer of the 1920s™° , a term that fits the present situation very well. 


His hatred confirms the invisibility of male losers, the innate evolutionary and 
acquired feminist locks that prevent any decent human feeling towards male 
losers*', providing instead for a fascistoid schadenfreude. The mass psychology 
of feminism to be written will be more harrowing than the mass psychology of 
fascism. 


Und dann auch noch Evolution! Neumodischer ScheiB! Keiner hat Mitleid mit uns armen Wirstchen! Und 
rangniedere Manner sind auch noch fast unsichtbar! 


uf 
Genau! Friiher war wenigstens das WEIB die Bése! 
Zu allen Zeiten wurden Frauen in allen #Kulturen bevorzugt 
***Jal Ich bevorzuge auch Frauen ;) *** 
F Man 


yebaut 1 nde ligemein anerkannt 


ch Differenz urspriinglich der 


absurd. 

Den Rest einfach selbst lesen. Ich kann nicht mehr. Und die wollen das ich sie ernstnehme? DAS soll ein mannliches 
Vorbild sein, diese Heulsusenmentalitat? Was ist eigentlich eine Mannliche Heulsuse? Weichei triffts ja nicht ganz 
Jungs, misst ihr sowas wie Stolz, Selbstrespekt und diese ganze Kacke erst wieder bei den #Feministinnen abgucken? 
Bei solchen Artikeln bin ich hin- und hergerissen zwischen Lachanfallen, Mitleid, Fremdschamen etc 

#Maskulistinnen #Feministen #Feministinnen #Maskulisten #Feminismus #maskulismus #facepalm #lol 


«No one has pity on us poor sausages! And lower-ranking men are also almost 
invisible!» (scoffing comments by “Wirr Licht” = “Confused Light’) 


For centuries, crass double standards have caused Western civilisation to tip ever 
more rapidly away into total preferential treatment of women. When feminists 
complain about tiny imaginary disadvantages, they are courted. But male losers 
who report facts are laughed at with a fascistoid aggressiveness, ridiculed, 
accused of being self-inflicted and “a poor sausage”. A comparison of the 
preferential treatment of ideologically crazed feminists with the cruel taunts of 
male losers shows how radically and blatantly skewed our empathy and reason is. 
The scales of justice are not just skewed, but have been completely overturned. 


“0 The name I don't like to mention because he was an unscientific crackpot with a 
penchant for matriarchy and communism whose books were widely read by the 
(left and feminist) student movement in the 1960s: Wilhelm Reich 

1 By “male losers” I mean native male losers. Because of the feminist hatred of 
“white heterosexual men” and an innate female preference for strong winners, 
interlopers and migrants are given a massive solidarity bonus; the state is virtually 
trying to get daughters and wives to go towards them with the racism club, to set 
them up morally. Besides, enough girls have been conceived for them in their 
countries of origin, but not here. 
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How Dissenters Get Lambasted Without Being Read 


With senseless mudslinging, all too unpleasant books like this one are trampled 


on unread, along with the subject and author, to great public effect, without even 
dealing with the book's themes. That's how it works today. Male losers are 
ridiculed, dismissed, slated and met with hostility at all levels from a young age. 
Girls, women, media, publishers and public mobs reject him, blame him and 
silence him. This is contemporary militant intolerance that refuses to even 
acknowledge key issues in life or its own faults. Due to tremendous empathy 
disorder, the victim treader(esse)s are unable to understand what they are doing. 
After all, the female perpetrators cannot imagine ever being in the role of their 
victim because they have secured privileges for themselves, but the scapegoat 
role for the male losers. Their mental cruelty is therefore unlimited. 


The lad/lass/whatever rote_mmm continued his shouting down of this unread 
book. It lasted for a month and a half. What kind of motivation makes someone 
put down an unknown work that he/she/it “wouldn't even touch with a pinch’, let 
alone read, so violently over a long period of time? To condemn something 
before knowing it is prejudice in the literal sense. Was he paid for it, or was the 
person just that fanatical and stubborn? 


«And up jumped the devil! 

He's about this big! ... 

“Do they pay you good for the 

Stuff that you do?”» (Frank Zappa, Titties 'n Beer) 


Mind you, I don't claim that the bashing is paid for, because from my own 
experience there are countless stubborn and empathy-disturbed ideologues. 


Mahatma Gandhi once put it this way, “First they ignore you, then they laugh at 
you, then they fight you, and then you win.” After a period of ignoring that lasted 
about 30 years, the next stage has now been reached. 


After a long silence in the comments section and ignoring the books, the stage of 
laughing, mocking and ridiculing has now been reached in a publishing 
magazine, with capital letter yells, emotional low blows that trample all 
compassion and try to ridicule the demand for sympathy: verbal karate as 
invented by feminists in the 1960s. 

While this is an unworthy level, it should receive a response, if only to make it 
clear that such attacks are not worthwhile. Besides, it is symptomatic of the per- 
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ception, feeling and thinking of many in the feminist-influenced era. Therefore, 
this unfair method of denigrating dissenters should be answered as an example. 


«rote_mmm | 27 July 2016 at 13:32 | 

IF YOU CAN'T FIND A WOMAN WHO WANTS TO HAVE CHILDREN 
WITH YOU, YOU ARE NOT DISCRIMINATED AGAINST, DAMN IT! 
THERE IS NO RIGHT, I REPEAT, THERE IS NO RIGHT TO PROCREATE..:! 
STOP TALKING BULLSHIT AND ACCEPT REALITY!» 


Capital letters are on the internet what shouting and screaming are in real life; 
such shouting down is not suitable for factual arguments, but betrays the fanatic. 
Daily emotional attacks are meant to silence and parade someone whom he, by 
his own admission, hates and despises more than raping IS terrorists. These 
constant attacks below the belt of decency are meant to wear down. Such bullies 
out of attitude do not notice their own double standards. Feminists, leftists and 
their favoured groups, invented, contrived or conjured up ‘minorities’, are hyped 
up, established, crying ‘textual violation’ or ‘textual rape’ at factual criticism. 
This is either tacitly accepted or supported. But if a critical voice comes forward, 
no matter how many factual new arguments it presents — it is shouted down. 

This double standard of society, and also of rote_mmm, stinks to high heaven. 
Women are granted a right to procreate, but not men. Women are allowed many 
things that are angrily attacked and suppressed as whining in men. To this end, a 
fanatic like red_mmm commits character assassination on the publishing pages 
every day for two months to prevent readers from buying a book that he himself 
has not read and “wouldn't even touch with a pair of pliers”. Compare that to the 
cheering reviews for the feminist Female Choice that I have documented. Not a 
single slating — all were uncritically copying self-congratulations. This starkly 
contrasting treatment of feminist ideologues and their critics or victims alone is a 
monstrosity. 

In doing so, red_mmm demonstrates a complete inability to feel empathy and com- 
passion for men*”. Such selective inability to empathise only against (domestic) 
men has characterised our society since the feminist seizure of power, to an even 
greater extent ideologised concrete heads, whether feminists, left-wing radicals or 
similar extremists of their environment. 


This cynical fellow has not experienced being rejected by girls since adoles- 
cence, which is tantamount to psycho terror. Such cruelty can only be blotted 
out of consciousness by a radical empathy disorder. As I demonstrated in the 
book “NO!”, a woman's book describing how she wanted to be deflowered 
was celebrated and became a success, even though almost any man would be 


more precisely: for domestic male losers — few winners and ‘politically correct’ 


favoured minorities do receive solidarity and compassion 
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willing to do it for her. Women don't know such a problem, but still feel 
affected. No one has trashed her book because of it. Yet when a man, for 
whom — unlike women — it can be a real problem, speaks up, he is mocked, 
ridiculed, shat upon and hated more than an IS terrorist. That says enough 
about the skewed perception and empathy disorder of a world that red_samm 
personifies as clearly as a concentration camp guard who makes fun of mal- 
treated victims. 


I also showed in my books how nonsensical and shallow books by women 
like “Around the World in Eighty Orgasms” (with numerically comparable 
male attrition) are regularly hyped up by media and publishers, whereas the 
view of male losers is radically suppressed with fascist consistency. The treat- 
ment of male losers is a regime of sexual terror. 


His self-contradictory capital letter roar, dripping with double standards, is 
pointless, but it works because it is not only women who respond more to 
emotion and violent tirades than to content and decency. Therefore, empathy- 
disturbed shouters on the internet can easily cannibalise a debate because it is 
impossible to duly debunk the nonsense in a few lines. Anyone can shout. The 
shorter and more emotional, the more effective. A scientific and content-rich 
article has been met with clumsy expletives like “Botch!” and “Nonsense!” in 
the comment section, which is not an intellectual achievement but grabs 
readers emotionally. This is how mobs seek to triumph over mind. The ‘ver- 
bal karate’ with which the feminist sisterhood asserted itself in the 1970s is 
just that: bullying. 


The loser of discrimination, which is selection, is still bullied afterwards. 
Now for the arguments that are often shouted: 
«you don't get discriminated against, damn it» (rote_mmm) 


Someone who is discriminated against, namely excluded, is not “discriminated 
against”. Very illogical is the assertion. ‘Discrimination’ means to distinguish. 
Someone who is excluded from sex, love and procreation is even more than 
‘distinguished’. The one is even marginalised, excluded, his genes die out. A 
more extreme and long-term effective discrimination is hardly possible. In 
contrast, other social differences are trivial aches and pains. 


After my complaint, the following was no longer in capital letters, but its content 
was by no means better: 
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«rote_mmm | 28 July 2016 at 23:51 | 

Every child has a mother and a father, which means that taken together it is 
already perfectly balanced, it is just that one part of the men has more at the 
expense of the other part, which already proves that there are no interests of the 
SEXES.) 


Someone has not understood the principle of sexual selection. Many unselec- 
ted men remain sexless and childless; this does not apply to women: fertile 
women can become mothers if they set their minds to it. Competition between 
men is a secondary consequence, but this too has not been properly understood. 
Few men take something at the expense of many other men. Moreover, all men 
are biologically subject to the pressure of selection and discrimination by women. 
Therefore, men compete even when women are not present or directly involved; 
their behaviour consequently springs from evolutionary sex interests. 


Sex interests are — without mediating culture — starkly opposed: Men want to pro- 
create (or, in hedonistic terms: sex and love), women want to grant this at most to 
the selected one or ones, preferably in trade for high gifts. Feminism has 
abolished female quid pro quos, or created a modern slave-owning society 
through the law of maintenance, with women as the keepers of the pay slaves 
who are excluded from families and cohabitation. 


This also shows an extreme inequality of treatment between women and men: 
women are massively favoured emotionally and in perception. They receive im- 
mediate help and sympathy when they complain. If women demand to overcome 
the inequality of nature, they are immediately admitted to previously male 
domains and also receive whatever else they want, attention and goodwill. Men, 
on the other hand, with the same requests are angrily shouted down, by feminists 
and other extremists like rote_mmm, even the society at large. 


Logically, if women got advantages by being made equal, men must also do so 
(incidentally, the most oppressed group of all time), otherwise the imbalance 
worsens. Has rote_mmm or anyone else been yelling at feminists for generations 
to put up with nature? No, no one did. It's only done with men. But men didn't 
start ideological sexual egalitarianism. 


If the shouting virtual identity rote_mmm were against equal treatment, then it 
would logically have to be against everything that feminism and emancipation 
enforce. But nothing of the sort; it only campaigns against male interests, not 
against feminist ones, which are by no means female. 
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Moreover, it is a mistake to suggest that I hold an “equality feminist” position. 
The opposite is true. It is about preserving natural characteristics and connecti- 
ons of the sexes, moreover preserving natural culture. 


An unmannerly fool can quickly muddy debates with aggressive, unobjective 
ranting; a scientifically sound response takes much more time, space and thought. 
Naive readers are easily impressed by emotions of rage. 


rote_mmm is too obdurate and too one-sidedly focused on communicatively bul- 
lying or ‘taking down’ a dissenter to grasp the arguments. Moreover, rote_mmm — 
like so many contemporaries — does not want to hear the arguments or read the 
books, instead condemning in advance in ignorance, which is precisely the 
principle of prejudice. It is also to discourage others from reading unwanted 
arguments and books at all. It is oppressive sloganeering, verbal karate. 


The biologistic argument of rote_mmum is entirely one-sided. If we accepted nature 
in every respect, then male strength would also have to be completely free, then 
men, with their usually greater physical strength, would have to be able to take 
what they want just as naturally as women are allowed to reject them, which 
would be rape and is of course highly taboo and forbidden. 


In other words, the moral lynching roar a la rote_mmm masks a deep injustice: 
female dominance and biological possibility is supposed to be absolutely free, 
while male — theoretical — biological possibility is supposed to be totally 
repressed. Of course we are against rape — not that the usual quote-out-of- 
context-tears-and-twists are still trying their fascist defamation work on me here. 
But nature also provides natural and civilised possibilities to create a balance that 
do not require violence but use high civilisational and cultural values and 
structures. Unfortunately, feminism of all waves has deliberately attacked and 
destroyed precisely these balancing mechanisms. But that might be too subtle for 
moralistic comment-area executioners like rote_mmmm; it requires a careful 
reading of the books, which is precisely what prejudice commentators want to 
prevent in themselves as in others. 


«rote_mmm | 28 July 2016 at 23:51 | 

So what? Money and cars are not equally distributed either. I'm not rich, but since 
I'm for freedom, I would never get the communist idea that the results of free 
choice causing economic differences should be corrected. Neither would any 
other differences.» 


Mistaken, in several respects. First, rote_mmm only fights against equalisation 
mechanisms that benefit men. Others that benefit women are not and have never 
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been challenged. Yet they have been around for millions of years, and have been 
massively expanded by 150 years of feminism. This is aggressively one-sided. 
For a logically consistent position, rote_mmm would first have to reject and 
unwind 150 years of feminism for — in his view — “unnatural egalitarianism’, 
which this virtual identity does not do, or allow both sides to achieve more 
‘justice’. 


Moreover, natural balancing mechanisms have existed for millions of years, 
namely cultural structures. These are a specifically human capacity, as innate as 
language. This requires some scientific and philosophical understanding beyond 
the abilities of howlers and comment-area know-it-alls. To understand what it is 
all about, reading the books would be helpful. But trolls of this ilk don't want to 
understand, they want to push through their lack of understanding and 
emotionally infect others with it. 


We are dealing with natural, biologically based balancing mechanisms that have 
unfortunately been systematically destroyed and completely disposed of by 
feminism, which makes today's imbalance possible. How natural culture works 
would be something to understand and debate here; that's what books and debates 
are about. A demagogic feint is to slander biological and natural mechanisms 
such as culture and civilisation as ‘communist’ in order to score points with 
conservative audiences. The reverse is true: the destruction of culture and 
civilisation was egalitarian, ignored natural characteristics and needs, and 
corresponds to the ideologies of feminism and communism. 


«rote_mmm | 28 July 2016 at 23:51 

It's individual bad luck. Why should anyone care if you can satisfy their interests, 
be it "evolutionary" or economic. The question is what do you have to offer in 
return, and if you have nothing that meets their criteria, it's their problem. Supply 
and demand. That the female criteria are higher has nothing to do with feminism, 
but is pure biology.» 


A common factual and logical error. It represents the feminist position justifying 
one-sided female choice on men, vehemently excluding the consequences from 
consideration. When women feel affected, “the private is political”, but when 
feminist politics affects men, the political is private, problem of affected men, no- 
body else's business. 

For generations, men's concerns have been dismissed as ‘personal’ or ‘individual 
bad luck’, when in fact they are biological mechanisms that strike because 
balancing male counterweights have been shattered by feminist aberration as 
much as natural cultural balance. Added to this is the widespread defamation of 
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masculinity. In fact, the unhappiness is human-made, or more precisely: a 
consequence of feminist and other women-preferring ideology. 


Because feminism and emancipation diminished the prestige and importance of 
men, as women increasingly took over once-male tasks themselves, an evo lutio- 
nary trap for more and more men snapped shut: men classified as lower-ran king 
are evolutionarily excluded from reproduction and compassion because the male 
sex is used as a filter for genes. Traditional society ensured that men were held in 
higher esteem than women because they had more to offer them. Therefore, fewer 
men were discriminated against and less violently. Now that women have 
everything themselves and cavort at the top of once ‘male hierarchies’, fewer and 
fewer men meet their standards, more are increasingly despised as ‘lower- 
ranking’ and excluded. Not equality or even equilibrium, but its disruption was 
the consequence of the naive ‘equality mania’, which has neither improved nor 
made humanity happy, but spreads much unhappiness. 


In all traditional cultures, men had a countervalue, but it was taken away from 
them; this is also a cause of the problem. Feminist ideology was the destruction 
of any, completely any possibility of compensation. “My body is mine! - I alone 
have the choice, you don't!” was their principle. Instead of taking action against 
unjust ‘equalising’ female preference, which actually tampers with nature, the 
trolling net identity rages against natural equalisation, i.e. exactly the other way 
round. It is the nature of men that is ideologically oppressed and manipulated; 
nothing is more grotesque than to accuse them, of all people, of supposedly going 
against nature. 


But if society really does undermine nature, and it is trying to do so, then the 
group that is actually biologically discriminated against must be heard — and that 
is men, due to the sexual selection of evolution. It is not acceptable to beat down 
this oppressed group, as rote_mmmm, apart from feminists, does, whereas the 
biologically dominant group has been idolised for centuries and continues to 
extend its preference, partly by exaggerating natural preference, partly by 
destroying natural counterbalances. 


Radical shoutbabies like rote_mmm do not understand such things and refuse in 
advance to even look into it, to read up on the subject in the books. They uninfor- 
medly want to cannibalise a previously factual debate so that the original topic 
goes down. As soon as the tactic of silencing my arguments that has been 
practised for decades no longer works, more such troll karate is to be expected. 


For years, it has become customary in this society, which is increasingly getting 
doctrinaire, to either personally denigrate unwanted dissenters from the canon of 
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things to think about in such a way that no one in established circles takes them 
seriously any more, or to trash unread books, at best looking for a sentence that 
can be taken out of context and twisted in order to throw out arguments, books 
and renegades. 


This dictatorial method is used by intellectuals, spiritual, political or religious 
movements alike. Among others, the following once-established celebrities have 
fallen victim to it, unfairly attacked and coldcocked after expressing unpleasant 
facts, arguments or opinions: 

* Martin van Creveld, whose excellent book “The Privileged Sex” was largely 
ignored; other journalists tore a sentence out of context in a twisted way, which 
was then copied. 


* Eva Herman, once prominent and respected, was also a victim of the “twisted 
quotes” method. 


* Thilo Sarrazin was personally attacked. Some even have the nerve to pick on 
his name. 


* Akif Pirin¢gci. His books were temporarily boycotted by wholesalers and 
booksellers because of a twisted quote. A Catholic clergyman noted that not even 
the Inquisition had collectively targeted all the author's books, but only individual 
works. 


First of all, there is methodical concealment. Those who were not already known 
before they became ‘politically incorrect’ will usually never be able to break 
through the wall of silence in their lifetime. Even celebrities with good connecti- 
ons are silenced; those who are nameless are completely lost. For decades, I 
never had a chance to even reach the stage of being defamed. 


The next stage of escalation is, when concealment is no longer effective, to sneer 
at the low profile: Books that are hardly read couldn't be good. It would be quite 
right not to print dissenting opinions at first, then not to discuss them, and finally 
not to read them — according to the motto: “What contradicts my prejudice is 
implausible, therefore nonsense.” 


If the above method no longer works, moral executioners appear who condemn 
books they don't even know. Apart from feminists, these are also related dogma- 
tists who shine by being well versed in their entrenched prejudices in order to 
pseudologically ridicule any dissenting opinion in ignorance of the facts and 
contexts. 
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rote_mmum falls into this category and is therefore dealt with here. For more than 
a month, this virtual net person has been spending an enormous amount of 
time in a debate about an unread book that this person, by his own 
admission, “wouldn't even touch with a pair of pliers”. What normal person 
engages so intensely with an unread book for the obvious motivation of 
trampling the book and author with effect on the public? Only intense 
ideological revulsion — or financial gain — can explain this; otherwise it would be 
pathological. 

Is someone paying this virtual net identity for its months-long rampage? Or is 
this virtual identity so intolerant that it cannot tolerate the publication of 
views that deviate from its basic ideas? 


No matter which of the two possibilities applies here (it could be both: a paid 
convinced dogmatist), it should be clear to understanding readers that the at- 
tackers are embarrassing themselves, not an unread book. To judge something in 
ignorance, that is, before knowledge, corresponds to the word meaning of 
‘prejudice’. 


Dogmatists of this ilk were also around in Charles Darwin's time, intensively 
campaigning against evolution and especially fiercely against the principle of ‘se- 
xual selection’, which basically continues to this day: creationists continue to 
reject the theory of evolution, feminists moreover reject many facts of biology 
that contradict their gender ideology. Creationists are wrong*” but less harmful 
than the radical feminist ideology that deforms and thus suppresses human life. 
Most violently misunderstood and ostracised to this day is sexual selection: on 
this point the prejudices of feminists, creationists and traditional cavaliers 
converge, preferring to see themselves as strong ‘oppressors’ rather than 
dependent on female discrimination. 


Psychologists of the future will notice and study the similarity of the “mass psy- 
chology of fascism” to the mass psychology of feminists and contemporary 
dogmatists of attitude who put down dissenters and men. The methods presented 
in this chapter are typical. 


It is a phenomenon typical of the times that arguments, facts and books are torn 
down unread — dogmatically and distorting content. Since such trolls, whether 
paid or simply ideologically blinded, are very adept at hostility, using time- 
typical prejudices, emotional pressure, superficial readers easily fall for them. 


*3 Religidse Bewegungen kénnen zuweilen aus einer wissenschaftlich gesehen 


falschen Begriindung etwas richtiges tun. Darum ist es weise, mit Kritik an 
gewaltfreien religidsen Richtungen vorsichtig zu sein. 
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Moreover, misandry and the inability to empathise with male losers has 
become so entrenched in our society that even many in the 'men's rights 
scene' gloat, defaming it as 'whining' when real and existential problems of 
men discriminated against by women are shown, which are protected from 
recognition by taboo, distorted perception and repression. 


But only the recognition of repressed truth can help to recognise the errors in 
which we are caught, to free ourselves from them and to achieve betterment. The 
outrage triggered shows that we have hit a neuralgic point. 


P.S. The mudslinging has since continued: 


«rote _ Sam: 

MY WHOLE DAMN CRITICISM OF MR DEICHMOHLE CONSISTS OF AN 
ARGUMENTATION WHOSE CONCLUSION IS THAT MEN ARE NOT, I 
REPEAT, NOT DISCRIMINATED AGAINST!» 


«To @rote_mmm: 
Constant repetition of a false claim. You do not deign to take note of the facts: 
fact-resistant screamer. 


Your effect is based on not taking note of facts and “impressing” others, who also 
do not yet know them, with emotional, fact-denying shouting. An intellectual 
poverty testimony and dogmatic stubbornness beyond compare. 


Do you have nothing better to do for more than a month than to trash an unread 
book because you don't want to admit the possibility that men could be 
oppressed?! 


You only really got going when I couldn't reply because of a technical problem. 
Rating: unfair. Who pays you for that, or are you so intolerant that you have to 
nip in the bud the (provable) idea that men could be oppressed? You have not 
grasped sexual selection, and you are not alone in that. Your conclusion is wrong. 
I have provided evidence. You haven't read it. Your problem.» 


The book “The Oppression of Men” had been planned by Juwelen Verlag as a 
best-seller. The idea that this topic could be noticed and debated by the public 
via a successful book must have horrified some so much that they sacrificed six 
weeks of their lives to indignantly shout down a book — according to them — 
unread on the publisher's pages in order to dissuade the publisher's readers from 
buying it, which they succeeded in doing. In this way, an attempt is made to 
destroy an author who touches a taboo and scientifically proves a truth that rips 
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the raison d'étre and the ground out from under the feet of the prevailing feminist 
ideology. He himself admitted to despising me more than rapists of the terrorist 
Islamic State. 


This is how the oppression of men works in everyday media life: Compare the 
treatment of my books, which have many different arguments and themes ranging 


from precise science and philosophy to research and close observation of 


everyday life, with the uncritical hailing of Meike Stoverock's much more inane, 
extremely one-sided and superficial tract “Female Choice” in mass media 5 years 
later. 


@- 


Re: QUERY "The Oppression of Men" 


Nachricht dbersetzen in: Deutsch | Nie Gbersetzen aus: Englisch 


Charlie <HE occlagents i> 5 6 


Di, 21.12.2021 12:57 

An: Sie 

Dear Jan, 

I'm afraid | don't think this is one for me. | don't even agree with your first sentence. 


Sorry, 
Charlie 


On Mon, 6 Dec 2021 at 19:33, Jan Deichmohle <deichmohle| wrote: 


Dear Charlie, 


The voice that has been most silenced in human history is the voice of our own male losers. This book has a multi-level approach. Chapter A is 


«I'm afraid I don't think this is one for me. I don't even agree with your first 
sentence. Sorry, Charlie» (literary agent) 


Filed under: “Same Attitude Is More Important Than Quality, That's How The 
Oppression of Men Works.jpg” 


Re: Neuheit: wissenschaftliche Beweise fiir Die Unterdriickung der Manner 


a 


Jaron Info <IMlN@ jaron-veriag > a 


An: Sie Do, 30.11.2023 10:10 


Bitte sehen Sie davon ab, uns kiinftig solche misogynen Nachrichten zu schicken. 


Am 30.11.2023 um 08:10 schrieb Jan Deichmohle: 


Sehr geehrte Dame und Herr, 


zur Zeit von Galileo und Kepler wer fast jeder davon Gberzeugt, da& die Sonne jeden Tag die Erde umrundet, wie wir mit unseren eigenen Augen sehen kinnten. Wer widersprach, wurde als lécherlich angesehen, oder, 
schlimmer noch, verfolgt. Etwas Shnliches geschieht heute in Bezug auf beide Geschlechter Manner und Frauen, ihre Bezichungen und Starken 


Dieses Buch ,Die Unterdrickung der Manner” weist nicht nur nach, da die Grundannahmen aller feministischer Wellen falsch sind. Es stellt sich sogar heraus, da des Gegenteil 2utrifft: Das mannliche Geschlecht mu schwere 
Barden tragen, die dem weiblichen unbekannt sind, und wird sexuell diskriminiert, wogegen Frauen eine biologische Macht haben, die das mannliche Geschlecht nicht hat. Dies gilt flr die meisten Arten einschlieBlich 
Menschen. 


Unterschiede ven sozielen Rollen der Geschlechter sind keine Folge m&nnlicher Macht, wie Feministen irrtimlich annehmen, sondem eine menschliche Universalie, die Frauen mehr als Ménnern niitzt, Frauen schlieBen Manner 
starker aus welblichen Gruppen aus, als Manner Frauen aus mannlichen halten. Das welbliche Geschlecht dominiert durch sexuelle Selektion und Fruchtbarkeit. Angeborene schiefe Wahrnehmung dieser Dinge vergréert diese 
Dominanz, Die feministische Epoche hat elle grundlegenden Fakten ins Gegenteil verdreht. 


Nach neuester Stetistik sind 63% der Manner unter 30 Jahren in den USA Single. (pewresearch 2023) Der Antell junger Manner, die unfrelvuilig sexlos bleiben (Incel), war dort bereits zuvor auf Uber 27% gestlegen. Die 
beschriebenen Fakten haben starke Auswirkungen auf unser Leben, 


Des Buch jst in der Lage, Ihre Wahrnehmung des menschlichen Lebens 2u verindern — so wie Kepler und Galileo unsere Sicht auf das Universum verdndert haben. 
Dieses Sechbuch von 496 Seiten ist eine Sensation fiir Erwachsene und Jugendliche. ,Die Unterdriickung der Manner” ist vielschichtig, beweist Aussagen mit exakter Wissenschaft, journalistischen Recherchen, philosophischen 
Analysen zu verschiedenen Themen und durch literarische Beschreibung des Lebens mannlicher Verlierer. Kapitel mit Satire sowie Dokumentation der Unterdriickung mannlicher Verlierer und Kritiker in Offentlichkeit und 


Medien einschlleBlich des Litereturbetriebs runden das Buch ab. 


Die Stimme, die In der Geschichte der Menschheit am meisten zum Schwelgen gebracht wurde, Ist die Stimme unserer elgenen mannlichen Verlierer. Dieses Buch gibt ihnen erstmals eine Stimme. Das Buch ,,Die Unterdrickung 
der Manner” ist die einmalige Chance, einen Durchbruch in Bezug auf die strksten Tabus des menschlichen Lebens zu erzielen. Es hat das Potential, eine Sensation und ein Skandal fiir die Medien zu werden. 
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«Please refrain from sending us such misogynistic messages in the future.» (Jaron 
Verlag, 30.11.2023, 10:10) 


«On 30.11.3023 at 08:10, Jan Deichmohle wrote: 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

at the time of Galileo and Kepler, everyone was convinced that the sun orbited 
the earth every day ...» 


The text of the introduction to this book followed. Woke contemporaries, 
including most people working in the media, publishing houses and literary 
agencies, have collectively gone so radically astray that they twist things into 
their exact opposite, find misandrist oppression of men normal, and criticise any 
factual criticism of it as misogynistic. With such censorship of opinion, radical 
feminist generations since 1968 have systematically suppressed any voice of 
reason or male losers, in stark contrast to the classical and masculine tolerance 
that has published and handed down early feminist works since antiquity and 
even from the Middle Ages. In stark contrast to this is feminist sentiment, which 
finds opposing views intolerable and therefore systematically suppresses them. 
Since generations of feminist-influenced women / persons have taken over 
literature, academia and the media, the objectivity and tolerance once common in 
literature and academia has come to an end. 


The intolerance that has broken out with the triumph of feminist ideas runs so 
deep that even children are deterred from saying things that are unpleasant to 
them, something they remember for the rest of their lives, which is why the 
emergence of profoundly critical thoughts is usually prevented in advance. Those 
who are not deterred are rigorously kept out of the media, literature, art and the 
public sphere, and if this is no longer possible, then they are so drastically 
antagonised and ridiculed with personal low blows that virtually nobody wants to 
read it. This is how the most insidious subliminal suppression that has replaced 
classical tolerance works. The job of a traditional publisher would be to bring out 
interesting new views and books like this for their novelty value. Today's attitude 
publishers do the exact opposite and complain about letters of view they don't 
comprehend. White or autochthonous, heterosexual male losers have no chance, 
neither in life, nor in the media, art or the public sphere. 


This book is also only able to document its own oppression. At the same time, 
tens of thousands of anti-male feminist pamphlets were marketed and advertised 
as literary sensations in the media. Such radical one-sidedness had never been 
seen in the history of mankind before the feminist waves. 
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The Oppression Of Men Works By Not Reading 
Evidence Presented By Men 


fis early as the 1980s and 1990s, second- and third-wave feminists sneered that 
men had nothing new to say on the subject — which was a self-fulfilling lie. 
Because by falsely claiming this, feminists were able to stop misinformed people, 
and indeed society as a whole, from reading such books. Since then, my 
arguments have not been read and can therefore be described as supposedly non- 
existent. This is how feminist oppression works. 


Anna Michelle Bucci 
Oppression of women is the most common though. 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - 1 Wo. 


& Jan Deichmohle & 
No, that is not true. It's a false perception based partly on an 
innate biased perception, partly on feminism. See my books on 
topic: www.quellwerk.com. Oppression of men is the by far 
oldest and strongest form of sexual discrimination. 


QUELLWERK.COM 
Bahnbrechende Bticher 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - Vorschau entfernen - 1 Wo. 


i Anna Michelle Bucci 
~ “No, that is not true.” 


Nope, it's still true. You'll have to come up with something better 
than your book to contradict history and reality. 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - 1 Wo. 


& Jan Deichmohle & 
You are desinformed. The male sex gets discriminated since two 
sexes exist (750 millions of years). Read the book: 
https://www.lulu.com/.../paperback/product-k7v2m7.html| 


Facts that contradict feminist ideology are not even read, but dismissed in igno- 
rance. 
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ite Men's rights vs. Feminist 


& Jan Deichmohle & 


You are desinformed. The male sex gets discriminated since two 
sexes exist (750 millions of years). Read the book: 
https://www.lulu.com/.../paperback/product-k7v2m7.html 
Historically, the same has been proven, see: “The Privileged Sex" 
by van Creveld. You are the one contradicting reality. My book 
explains, why evolution has provided humans with a biased 
perception. You as well as feminists wered duped by this inborn 
bias of perception. 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - 3 Tage - Bearbeitet 


ty Anna Michelle Bucci 
Jan Deichmohle humans haven't existed for 750 million 
years. Also, men aren't discriminated against for being 
men, men are discriminated by color, religion, socio- 
economic status, etc. Nothing I've said contradicts reality. 
The only one duped is you, apparently. 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - 3 Tage - Bearbeitet 


& Jan Deichmohle & 
Discrimination of males is older than the human species. 
Males are discriminated for being males. You are not only 
completely desinformed by ideology, you are also unwilling 
to even read new information, and therefore incapable of 
understanding my argument. You contradict reality, biology 
and facts. You just repeat false feminist propganda spread 
since generations. Facts are documented in these books: 
www.quellwerk.com 


QUELLWERK.COM 
Bahnbrechende Bticher 


Feminists are so stuck in their ideology that they can no longer understand funda- 
mental objection. Instead, they repeat their false assumptions like a prayer mill. 
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i Men's rights vs. Feminist 


WVVV¥.UUCTIVWOIR.CUTIT 


QUELLWERK.COM 
Bahnbrechende Biicher 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen . Vorschau entfernen - 1 Tage 


& Verfasse eine Offentliche Antwort ... Oo WY 


ed Anna Michelle Bucci 
No one has discriminated against people for being male in the 
entire history of mankind. Notice we say mankind. 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - 1 Tage 


& Jan Deichmohle & 
Anna Michelle Bucci You don't know what you are talking 
about. You are completely uninformed, refuse to inform 
yourself and repeat utter nonsense. 35 books proving it. In 
the entire history of mankind, and among other animals, 
sexual discrimination is done by females against males, and 
there is biological dominance only of males over males, but 
never by males over females. Don't keep making a fool of 
yourself by repeating feminist fallacies ignoring the facts 
presented. 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - 1 Std. 


Her belief in ideology produces absurd nonsense such as the claim that no man 
has ever been discriminated against as a man. The evidence that discrimination 
against the male sex is the oldest, most common and strongest form of sexual 
discrimination, she cannot grasp out of sheer bias. She then projects her complete 
lack of knowledge onto the other side, because she considers her subjective, 
ideological gut feeling to be knowledge. Real science, facts and solid knowledge 
on subjects she has no idea about are dismissed as ‘ridiculous’. 


She is equally incapable of perceiving the very real and widespread suffering of 
men reduced to losers, and even more incapable of feeling the slightest empathy 
for the victims of her ideological phantasms. 
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ie Men's rights vs. Feminist 


Anna Michelle Bucci 

| and every other rational person who has looked at history 
disagrees with you. There's a reason there was a Women's rights 
movement. A reason women had to fight for the vote, equal 
treatment, the right to work, etc. No one is taking you seriously 
with your ridiculous claims. 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - 2 Std. 


Jan Deichmohle & 

You are ridicuolus like those claiming the sun would circle around 
earth, as every reasonable person would daily see with their own 
eyes. You fall prey to a distortion of view based on evolutionary 
mechanisms explained in my books. You are a stubborn 
ideologist unwilling to do what is needed: to inform yourself, 
read the facts. Instead you repeat endlessly the same old feminist 
prejudices. Females always get prefered treatment, and men 
have to shoulder the burdens to do so. Men had a duty to work 
and support women, never the other way round. You should also 
read my book “Culture and Sex", as this is another grave 
misunderstanding of human nature and culture by feminism 
since the 19th century. As for the vote, feminists of the first wave 
reserved sexual selection for women, denying men equal rights, 
and demanded everything male, including political vote, to send 
men to war, not women, where millions would die while they sit 
safely at home gossiping how disadvantaged they would be. The 
bigotry aleady of first wave feminists, reserving all privilege, 
power and sexual rights for women, discriminating men sexually 
and thus denying many men procreation, while demanding vote 
has been documented in another book of mine on the first wave. 
You are absolutely ignorant, as you were educated by feminists, 
in a radical ideology. First wave feminists then put white feathers 
to men not serving in war, to shame them into war, while not 
going to war themselves. The bigotry and absurdity and injustice 
of all feminist waves is incredible, but you have been falsely 
informed probably all of your life, so now you are unwilling to 
even read the facts and arguments overthrowing the ideology 
you have been educated in. www.quellwerk.com This is a break- 
through like Kepler-Galilei. 
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Such people, whether male or female, do not read anything that contradicts their 
ideology, but instead insult without knowing what and whom they are insulting. 


‘a Men's rights vs. Feminist 


QUELLWERK.COM 
Bahnbrechende Bticher 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - Vorschau entfernen - 50 Min. - Bearbeitet 


oe Anna Michelle Bucci 
~ "You are ridicuolus" 


irony. 


and, no one is going to read your book regardless how many 
times you plug it. 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - 18 Min. 


& Jan Deichmohle & 
Thank you for demonstrating how the oppression of men works 
in this feminist society. Your reaction is exactly as described in my 
books. Never in history did a radical ideology like feminism exist, 
which was that completely wrong in interpreting human nature 
and life, creating millions of male losers and incels. Feminism 
creates a cruel society perverting empathy, depriving their own 
men from empathy. Year by year it gets worse. It will blow up 
badly in the face of those supporting feminist ideology. Men 
printed and supported feminist books since antiquity. The 
moment feminists came to power tolerance was over, and male 
refutation of feminism doesn't even get read. 


She has no factual argument; instead, she relies on the fact that arguments she 
cannot answer are simply not read and would therefore have no meaning for 
this world. This is how the oppression of men works, whereas men through- 
out the ages have been quick to respond cavalierly to women's requests, no 
matter how unjustified. Men showed tolerance, published and disseminated 
proto-feminist writings since ancient times; since feminist-minded persons 
have had power, tolerance is over, male critics and their works are ruthlessly 
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suppressed, attempts are made to prevent the emergence of unruly thoughts in 
the first place. 


ie Men's rights vs. Feminist 


books. Never in history did a radical ideology like feminism exist, 
which was that completely wrong in interpreting human nature 
and life, creating millions of male losers and incels. Feminism 
creates a cruel society perverting empathy, depriving their own 
men from empathy. Year by year it gets worse. It will blow up 
badly in the face of those supporting feminist ideology. Men 
printed and supported feminist books since antiquity. The 
moment feminists came to power tolerance was over, and male 
refutation of feminism doesn't even get read. 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - 9 Min. 


Anna Michelle Bucci 
Is your last name "dick mole"? 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - 8 Min. 


Jan Deichmohle & 

Cudos for your rational and fair style of debating - typical for a 
feminist. Even around 1900 feminists did, like you today, never 
reply rationally to an argument, insulting instead. By the way, 
your slurs will be documented in my next book. In coming 
centuries people will be able to read your lies, insults, degrading 
men, and how your oppression worked. 


Gefallt mir - Antworten - Teilen - 2 Min. - Bearbeitet 


rt] Anna Michelle Bucci 
Dickmole, have you ever tried to push this dribble in a normal 
group? I'm pretty sure your ridiculousness would be laughed out 
the room. 


Most recently, as is common among feminists, male or female, she responded to 
factual criticism with obscene insults. She also hates incels, men who are made 
losers by women through rejection. This is the hatred of the oppressoresses 
against the oppressed. 
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Steckbrief ee) Anna Michelle Bucci hat ein Foto geteilt 
BF 28. August-@ 
*25, Mitglied von Men's rights vs. Feminist seit 22. Juni 
2020 


Neueste Aktivitaten E VEE ‘ Hilt | 
é Anna Michelle Bucci © hat auf ihren eigenen 9 
‘> Kommentar geantwortet: ,Dickmole, have you ever 
tried to push this dribble in a normal group? I'm 


pretty sure your ridiculousness would be laughed 
out the room.” 


5 Anna Michelle Bucci © hat auf ihren eigenen 
x Kommentar geantwortet: ,,Is your last name “dick 


mole"?" 


Fe Anna Michelle Bucci © hat auf ihren eigenen 
x Kommentar geantwortet: ,,"You are ridicuolus" i] 
irony. and, no one is going to read your book 
regardless how many times you plug it.” 
3) '@) ie 


Society of Australian Sexologists 
23. August -@ 


From the beginning, this lack of empathy towards male losers also affected men, 
including most of the few so-called ‘men's rights’ activists who had developed as 
appendages and auxiliaries of feminism, as predicted by Valerie Solanas in her 
1967 men's eradication pamphlet “SCUM” (“Society For Cutting Up Men’), who 
spoke of “men's auxiliaries to SCUM”. Due to cavalier instincts and feminist 
spoiling, almost all men react this way; the later ‘men's rights activists’ were 
founded by Warren Farrell, who was a male co-founder of the second feminist 
wave in the 1960s, namely “NOW”, which set the tone in the USA at the time. He 
was a protégé of the radical feminist Gloria Steinem. He still is to this day; for 
example, in the election campaign against Donald Trump, he supported the 
“women are the main victims of wars because men die” — Hillary Clinton. My 
books prove this and show pretty amicable pictures of the two together. Such 
pseudo-male rights activists have never been a counter-movement or an 
intellectually independent current, but an attempt to apply the principles and 
demands of feminism to men as well, in contrast to female feminists who 
excluded men's concerns in their considerations completely. This already shows 
the ridiculousness of the whole current. 


My books were meant to create something separate and new from the beginning, 
to prevent such male feminists from asserting themselves, to feign opposition, as 
is also done today by the Values Union within the Chancelloresse's party CDU, 
which voices criticism of the policies they themselves have pursued for two 
decades as CDU members in order to take votes away from the real opposition. 
This guarantees that nothing will change and no real change can happen because 
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opposition voices will be cunningly captured by the very power causing the 
problems. Such pseudo men's rights activists are a fraud on men, steering their 
attempt to resist into feminist channels that are harmless to feminism. 


For this reason, I receive no solidarity from pseudo men's rights activists, who 
have hushed up and ignored me and my books just as much as feminists and soci- 
ety, in which an indirect, novel form of censorship has been exercised since 1968 
that is far more cynical and effective than classical book censorship. 


In classical times, individual works were censored by the censors, or in the Mid- 
dle Ages, banned by the Inquisition if they appeared dangerous to the powers that 
be. But then it was known that there were censored or banned books, because 
they were on a banned list or the list of the Inquisition. So interested people could 
find out about them and find a way to get hold of these banned books. Today's 
methods are much more sophisticated and effective, which has become even 
more acute in the age of the internet. What goes beyond the limits of what the 
ruling mindset wants to tolerate has been so totally ignored since 1968 that no 
one reads, publishes or sells it. My books prove such modern forms of censorship 
since even the first feminist wave, radically intensified since 1968, but since no 
one reads these books, no one knows about the censorship either, which is why 
not only feminists of both sexes can cheekily claim there is no censorship, but the 
whole society intuitively assumes so. In this way, whole worlds of mind and 
essential areas of reality are kept from us. 


Others, such as Esther Vilar and Erin Pizzey, the founder of the women's shelter 
idea, who quickly realised that there was a need for at least as many or more 
men's shelters, have also described this massive censorship of non-feminist views 
from 1970 onwards. They were women, Esther Vilar saw herself as a feminist, 
and were therefore able to get books published by the skin of their teeth, for 
which they were then massively threatened and forced into exile. In the case of 
men or fundamental opposition, it was even more violent. Some authors of 
undesirable books were driven to suicide; Esther Vilar was beaten up in the 
ladies' room by four feminists, threatened with death along with her child, which 
is why she, like her family in the 1930s, had to emigrate from Germany again. 
Erin Pizzey could only give readings under police protection. Against men, the 
intolerant reaction of feminists, who never had any real factual arguments and 
instead put down dissenters or beat them up in other ways, was even more 
violent. 


But according to common doctrine and intuition, there is no such thing as censor- 
ship! Formally, no one is supposedly preventing me from self-publishing them, 
although several providers such as Epubli and Xinxii simply deleted my profile 
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along with all my books without comment. But even if a provider is found where 
there is no connection to wholesalers and bookshops, so that my books can no 
longer be ordered or found in the usual way, they remain buried alive, are as dead 
as if they didn't exist, because everyone assumes that what is offered in the 
‘vanity press’ of self-publishing, with such unusual content moreover, but is 
unknown, can only be ‘rank nonsense’ that no one therefore wants to buy. I am 
taunted as to where the peer reviews are that characterise scholarly work. This is 
particularly vicious because universities and research institutes have been overrun 
by feminists and other hysterical activists since 1968, so that ideologues hype 
each other up but prevent and ridicule independent thought and objective 
research. Anything that is value-free, factual, reasonable and then maybe even 
novel gets neither funding, nor research commission, nor peer review, nor is it 
even admitted because CancelCulture chases anyone out of universities who 
contradicts its dogmas too much. Anyone who does this will quickly see their 
career and professional existence ruined, and will probably be thrown out of 
humanities subjects straight away. 


Thus a huge feminist system of oppression has come into being because the mis- 
take was made of admitting feminist women and men, who had neither the men- 
tal nor the character aptitude for university studies, to universities, whereupon 
they overran objective, value-free real science, abolished it, replaced it with 
unscientific propaganda, as my book “Critique of Feminist Ideology” has proved 
on the basis of feminist fundamental works on the ‘theory of science’, which are 
generally accepted among feminists. Harebrained nonsense like feminism has 
been from the beginning should never have been allowed access to science and 
research, because feminism is not and never has been either, but a radical 
perversion of the basic principles of science from the beginning. But instead of 
keeping such anti-scientific nonsense out of universities and excluding the 
operators of such activist nonsense from universities, the opposite happened: 
society established and paid the operators of radical, militant and at the same time 
highly dangerous nonsense, who now radically suppress real research and free 
spirit and keep them out of universities. Everything is back to front: feminist anti- 
science determines life and politics, reasonable contributions are so suppressed 
that they cannot even arise; or, in the unlikely event that they do arise, they 
escape our notice or are excluded and ridiculed. 


The same happens at all levels, in art, literature, film and other forms of expressi- 
on. Even in kindergarten, children learn which natural thoughts, impulses and 
needs are undesirable in a feminist society, so that even young children in 
kindergarten and schools learn not to show such impulses. Even the dwindling 
number of children who do not have feminist-minded parents — whereby what is 
considered feminist is constantly shifting and the oblique radical feminism of the 
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past is now considered and felt to be disreputably conservative — are so strongly 
indoctrinated in the school system, and later even more radically at universities, 
that many things have become unthinkable for them, both emotionally and 
mentally. 


Many correct insights therefore do not emerge because they have become 
unthinkable, contradicting our feelings just as much as our thought patterns and 
our self-image. The word ‘censorship’ therefore does not fit, because this pro- 
found indoctrination and bending of human nature, perception and thinking is 
much worse than censorship could be. There is still no suitable word for it, no 
term that could adequately name this totality of paralysis of mind and perception 
that characterises us and our feminist society. In this respect, the sneer that there 
is no censorship is not entirely unjustified, although it is cynically twisted, 
because things are much worse than the still trivialising term ‘censorship’ can 
describe. 


Even if an individual succeeds in breaking free from the perversion of feeling, 
perception and thinking that characterises our feminist epoch, he has no chance of 
communicating his insights to others, because he is now regarded as a ‘weirdo’ 
who is not listened to, who is laughed at without reading and thinking through his 
arguments. He will be ignored without being read, and if he does not fall silent 
and ignoring him is not enough, then he will be derided, scorned, ridiculed. If 
that doesn't work either, or if the fellow is ‘cheeky’ enough to counter with good 
arguments, then neither feminists of either sex nor clueless, disinformed 
contemporaries have a factual answer. Since they don't have any factual 
arguments, they go in for personal attacks — logical error “ad hominem”. 
Feminists then like to pull the concern card, feeling threatened. 

This is also a reversal of the facts into the radical opposite: feminists threaten 
critics, if any ever arise, who are taken seriously, i.e. did not allow themselves to 
be oppressed in advance. Then they scream that they feel threatened, insinuate a 
connection of the oppressed man to rampage killers, i.e. violence, in order to turn 
the daily feminist oppression of native men on its head in perception and 
argumentation. 
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Jan Deichmohle @Jan_Deichmohle - 23 Min. eee 
Glaubt Fr. Lilly ernstlich, wissenschaftliche Argumente mit pers6nlichen 
Beleidigungen keulen zu kénnen? 


QD 2 i g & il 

Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 21 Min. eee 
Du hast keine wissenschaftlichen Argumente xD 

Or" sea 9g na 

Jan Deichmohle @Jan_Deichmohle - 10 Min. eee 


Thomas Kroll und Lilly “verlangt Prinzessin genannt zu werden" entblédden 
sich nicht, erst lesen wissenschaftlicher Argumente zu verweigern, danach zu 
behaupten, es gabe keine. Das ist dimmlich & verbohrt, feministische 
Masche seit 120 Jahren. Diese Behauptung ist bewiesen. 


Oi 2 Ve Q & il 

Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 5 Min. ees 
Hey @thomaszkrol! macht nur mir das irgendwie Angst? 

0 1 hen! gO na 

Thomas Kroll @thomaszkroll - 11 Min. = 


Antwort an @PrinzessinBacon @Jan_Deichmohle und 2 weitere Personen 
Nope. Sehr beunruhigend, aber auch nicht unerwartet, leider :/ 


Ol a ty OC) 4 ity 


Jan Deichmohle @/an_Deichmohle - 5 Min. eee 
Gespeichert unter "Wenn sie keine Argumente haben und Debatte verlieren, 
greifen FeministInnen zum Mittel des Sich-durch-Fakten- 


1 A " 
Bedrohtfiihlens.jpg”. 
Jan Deichmohle ian Dechmetie 27 Mim - @PrinzessinBacon - 9 Mi 
@: Giaubt Fr. Lilly emstiich, wissenschaftliche Argqumente mit persinfichen Uilly @PrinzessinBace Min. 
—- keulen 2u konnen? Es tate dir wirklich gut zu lesen. du bist offensichtlich zutiefs, 
a » + winsche dir far die Zukunft nur das Beste und hoffe dein krg 
ma Antifeminismus schlagt nicht wie bei den anderen um 
lly tacon 21 Min a ce 
wenachattiichen Argumente xD O1 a ] 
Jan Deichmohle @)an_Deichmohle- 1 Mir 
Jan Deichmohle Gia Deichunohle 10 Mr a | Lilly hat kein Sachargument, kann nur beleldigen und mit Sc 
( Thomas Kroll und Lily “verlangt Prinzessin genamet zu werden” entbloden Das sprengt nicht nur den Rahmen burgerlichen Anstands, ¢ 


sich nicht, erst lesen wistenschaftiicher Argumente Zu verwesgemn, danach zu alimahlich in strafbare Beleidigungen. Sie ist es, die sich zu it 
behaupten ¢s gabe keine. Das ist dummiich & verbotut, feministische 
Masche seit 120 Jatven. Diese Behauptung ist bewlesen 


lesen weigert: 


ou 
Die Unterdrckung der Manner 


pPrinzessinéacon  $ Nea 
bed Der Publizist und Autor Jan Deichmoht 
Hey Gthomaustros macht nut mir das agendwe Angst? = 
zwei Biichern, die sich um die Thematit 
§ lulu.com 
Thomas Kroll 
. Oo 1 u 9 & 
Antwort an @PrincessinBacon @an_Orichmahte unc 2 weitere Rersoner 


DPrinzessinBacon - 18 s 
Nope. Sehr beunruhigend, aber auch nicht unerwartet, uye 
leer _ beunruhigend, aber auch nicht unerwartet, KA warum hier in der dritten Form von mir gesprochen wird, 


sprechen Sie mich kGnftig nur noch mit Prinzessin an. Alles 2 
mh 16 Mra 2021» Twilter Web Ap unangenehm 


476 


Lilly demands to be addressed as princess, but does not find herself strange, in- 
stead she resorts to feminist means because she has no factual arguments: Con- 
cern card “That scares me”. No one counters a feminist with factual arguments, 
because she might be afraid of them! Defamation and hatred of men, on the other 
hand, are wonderful because feminists are not afraid of them. 


Refutations are not even read in order to then claim that there are none. Very 
practical! That's the way it works in grand style since 1968. Because they share 
its messed-up world view, women and gender men then claim that it would be 
completely just that the media promote feminist nonsense in a big way, but that 
no one reads the critical books of which they know in ignorance, unread, that it 
could only be nonsense, because the content obviously contradicts their world 
view. There could be no better proof that something is nonsense than that it seems 
unpleasant or unusual to feminists of both sexes. 


Moreover, it is not the feminist hysteric who is disturbed, no, God forbid, who- 
ever criticises feminism must obviously be disturbed, because how could a 
normal person get the idea to criticise feminism? Unusual new thoughts are only 
considered original if they are left-wing, green, feminist or migrant, but anyone 
who thinks otherwise, consequently thinks ‘wrong’ according to their activist 
partisanship, or is even a hated ‘white heterosexual and in worst case old man’, is 
not celebrated as original and creative, but is dismissed as stupid, wearing a tin 
foil hat and a crank. 


According to the same feminist illogic, ‘men's rights activists’ (who, as we re- 
member, are actually feminist auxiliaries, just including men in feminism) are by 
nature ‘disturbed’ because they think ‘wrong’, moreover ‘dangerous’, because 
they are slandered as ‘Nazis’ and ‘spree killers’, and they are also supposed to be 
incels. The latter is particularly cynical, because incels are created by one-sided 
sexual discrimination of men by women, especially radically by feminist-minded 
women. When these male victims of sexual discrimination by women then want 
to open their mouths to protest against their cruel lot, they are once again 
ridiculed, ridiculed and attacked precisely because of it. This is mentally cruel 
victim-blaming of a cynical kind, familiar from fascist times: it is fascistoid, even 
the prototype, because feminism is older than fascism and its prototype, as my 
book on the first feminist wave proves. 
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Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 9 Min. ee 
Es tate dir wirklich gut zu lesen. du bist offensichtlich zutiefst gest6rt. Ich 


wunsche dir fir die Zukunft nur das Beste und hoffe dein kranker 
Antifeminismus schlagt nicht wie bei den anderen um 


©) 1 ta 1) i* 


Jan Deichmohle @Jan_Deichmohle- 1 Min. eco 
4 : Lilly hat kein Sachargument, kann nur beleidigen und mit Schmutz werfen. 
Das sprengt nicht nur den Rahmen biirgerlichen Anstands, sondern driftet 


allmdahlich in strafbare Beleidigungen. Sie ist es, die sich zu informieren & 
lesen weigert: 


Die Unterdrtickung der Manner 

Der Publizist und Autor Jan Deichmohle legt nach 
zwei Buichern, die sich um die Thematik des ... 

& lulu.com 


0 1 ja! wv) w il 


Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 18 s 

KA warum hier in der dritten Form von mir gesprochen wird, aber bitte 
sprechen Sie mich kiinftig nur noch mit Prinzessin an. Alles andere ist mir 
unangenehm 


The predictable accusation against critics of being disturbed is also an exact re- 
versal of all facts into the opposite, as is typical of feminist claims: one can set 
one's watch by the fact that the exact opposite of what feminists claim is always 
true, or much closer to the truth. For leading feminists from the first wave until 
today have not only been disproportionately marked by mental illness, as have 
their theories, but also new forms of madness and hysteria appeared 
simultaneously with or for the first time among feminists in a socially relevant 
form, as my book “Abrechnung mit dem Feminismus” (“Settling The Score 
With Feminism”) proves on the basis of historical and feminist sources; 
moreover, each book proves massive oppression of dissenters by means of 
feminist forms of censorship and dictatorship of opinion that goes far beyond 
classical censorship. 
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Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 1 Std. 
#werbung 


Oa ey Qg 


Jan Deichmohle 
@Jan_Deichmohle 


Antwort an @PrinzessinBacon @thomaszkroll und 2 weitere Personen 


Nein, #Werbung machen Medien, die seit 1968 
ausschlieBlich radikalfeministische Machwerke 
promoten, Feminimuskritik unterdriickt haben. Beweise 
siehe Bucher, Zensurbeweise in jedem Buch: 
quellwerk.com Skandal ist diese Einseitigkeit, Teil der 
Unterdriickung von Mannern. 


[> 


3:34 nachm. - 16. Marz 2021 - Twitter Web App 


«#advertising» (Lilly @PrincessinBacon) 

«No, #advertising is done by media that have exclusively promoted radical femi- 
nist machinations since 1968, suppressing feminist criticism. For evidence see 
my books, censorship evidence in every book: quellwerk.com Scandal is the one- 
sidedness, part of the oppression of men.» (Jan Deichmohle, 16 March 2021, 
shortly before I was banned for life from Twitter) 


If then, darn it, the fellow has better arguments, to which Princess Lilly, who is, 
however, quite normal, although she demands to be addressed with a fantasy title 
she invented, knows nothing to answer factually, then what she cannot refute is 
quickly blanked out. This is how feminists reacted as early as 1913. 


Lilly hides answers 
she doesn't know the 
answer to, but that's 
not meant to be cen- 
sorship, it's just her 
right as a feminist 
woman who always 
wants to be right, es- 
pecially because she's 
wrong. Not once did a 
factual argument 
come from her or the 
male feminist, instead 
insults. But even at 
that, her per-ception is 
feminist, i.e. contrary 
to facts. She does not 
see her own insults, 
although they are on 
the borderline of pu- 
nishability, accusing 
dissenters of being as- 
sociated with mur- 
derers and Nazis. Fac- 
tual arguments, on the 
other hand, she takes 
as personal insults. 
You have to be quite 
feminist to understand 
such distortions.. 


This method is com- 
mon with Lilly “wants 
to be called princess”. 
In the usual feminist 
perpetrator-victim re- 
versal, any thought of 
real, quantitatively 
measurable 

discrimination and op- 
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Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 1 Std. 
#werbung 


01 fea g 


ra 


Diese Antwort wurde vom Autor des urspriinglichen Tweets ausgeblendet. Mehr 
erfahren 


Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 57 Min. 
suB und wissenschaftler wie Connell, Pohl, Gesterkamp und Meuser sind 
wohl auch alle gekauft und haben einen 5G Chip implandiert 


Attila Hildmann hat angerufen, du kannst zurtick in seine Telegram Gruppe 


©) 4 t Qg nan 


Jan Deichmohle @/an_Deichmohle - 44 Min. 

Lilly kann nur unsachliche Tiefschlage. Sie hat kein Sachargument, nur 
damliche persdnliche, herbeiphantasierte falsche Vergleiche. Feministinnen 
hatten nie eine Begrtindung fiir ihre Verschworungstheorie vom Patriarchat. 
quellwerk.com Sie konnten nur Kritik unterdriicken. 


OD 2 wa 9g na 


Jan Deichmohle @Jan_Deichmohle - 45 Min. 

Antwort an @Jan_Deichmohle @PrinzessinBacon und 3 weitere Personen 
So lacherlich damlich, wie Lillys inhaltliche Nichtantwort auf die Beweise fiir 
"Die Unterdriickung der Manner" ist Feminismus seit 120 Jahren. Nur 
Unterdrtickung besserer Kritik hat ihnen ermdglicht, die Gesellschaft immer 
einseitiger & mannerfeindlicher zu machen. 


0 1 pa iv) 


ill 


& ill 

Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 43 Min. 

“Beweise" seine eigenen unwissenschaftlichen Bucher zu verlinken sind 
keine Beweise. Was aber ein Beweis ist, Breivik,der Attentater von Halle, von 
Hanau und von Christchurch waren alles Antifeministen und wozu das fiihrt 
haben die ja eindrucksvoll erwiesen 


QO 1 QQ g 


by 

Jan Deichmohle @/an_Deichmohle: 41 Min. 

Diese beleidigende falsche Unterstellung sollte in einem Rechtsstaat strafbar 
sein. Es ist Usus geworden, jede andere Meinungs als ‘Nazi’ niederzutreten. 
Feministinnen unterdrticken erst Manner, verbieten ihnen dann mit 
beleidigend falschen Unterstellungen das Wort. 


Or 4 tv g & il 
Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 39 Min. 
oh junge du brauchst Hilfe 


Oa a g 


ra 


Jan Deichmohle @/an_Deichmohie - 36 Min. 
Glaubt Fr. Lilly ernstlich, wissenschaftliche Argumente mit persénlichen 


pression of men that can be proven with exact science is made unthinkable by 
fantasising the biologically dominant sex as ‘oppressed’ in a conspiracy theory of 
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“structural patriarchy’ that no one has yet been able to prove because it does not 
exist, in order to justify and operate very real oppression of men. 


Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 15. Marz 
Patriarchat ist vergleichbar mit einem Mann, der mit seinem Schuh auf dem Relevante Personen 
Nacken einer Frau steht. Feminismus sind Menschen, die wollen das der 
Schuh verschwindet. Mdannerrechtler glauben, dass das Verschwinden des Lilly (Fos : 
Schuhs eine Art Rache ist (Thread) @PrinzessinBacon die, 
T 30 © 18 ih Kind des Nordens|Sah mal aus wie das 
Brandt Zwieback-Kind|sieht heute aus 
F ae conan 56 wie 
Lilly @PrinzessinBacon 15. Marz eeae ; Merida|FDP|Julis|Feministin|Pazifistin|s 
Konservative behaupten, dass da nie ein Problem mit dem Schuh war, bis he/her@ 
Frauen anfingen dartiber zu meckern und wenn alle die Klappe halten 
wurden, ware alles gut. 
a On aw Trends fiir dich & 
Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 15. Marz “ Tend in Deutschland 
“Gute Manner" verstehen jede AuBerung Uber den Schuh als persénlichen #LaschetRuecktritt 
Angriff, weil “Nicht alle Manner” Schuhe tragen. Male allies versuchen Uber ye AuBent 
das Problem zu diskutieren, ohne tatsdchlich Uber das Verschwinden des yer" Scheu 
Schuhs zu sprechen ohne tats 


1 U1 Os & 
Wer kann antworten? 
Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 15. Marz Lic Nutzer, die @PrinzessinBacon erwahnt 
Frauen mit verinnerlichter Frauenfeindlichkeit wissen nicht warum andere hat, k6nnen antworten Marz 
Frauen sich Uber den Schuh aufregen. Sie lieben den Schuh und behaupten, auenfein' 
dass mit den anderen Frauen irgendwas nicht richtig sein muss 


aufregen 
u On na Unterhaltung ansehen virgendv 


Lilly @PrinzessinBacon - 15. Marz eee P 
Meanwhile, der Schuh steht weiterhin auf dem Nacken... NORETASD Marz 


TQ QO s it; a weiterhir 


Since she cannot prove her nonsensical claim, the feminist princess on the pea 
protects herself from criticism by posting in such a way that no one can reply 
who is not agreeable to her because of like-mindedness. This goes a step beyond 
the previous day when she censored individual responses from me by hiding 
them. But that was no longer enough for the snowflake. After she couldn't get 
away with her insulting murderer comparisons instead of factual arguments, she 
did even more than is usually next feminist escalation level, namely blocking the 
man. No, that was no longer enough, because by now there were other men 
challenging her false claims with arguments to which she knew no answer. So she 
changed her profile so that it could only be seen by followers. 
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vy € 
7 £2 Isabell 
iC; Startseite mike cma 
+ Entdecken 
oe Du bist meine feministische Hoffnung bei den JuLis. 

{\ Mitteilungen 

Nachrichten 

[Lesezeichen rs ---) (&) ( Folgen 

=) Listen Lilly@ 
@PrinzessinBacon 

Q Profil ; 

(an) rot Kind des Nordens|Sah mal aus wie das Brandt Zwieback-Kind|sieht heute aus wie 
Merida|FDP|Julis|Feministin|Pazifistin|she/her 

© Mehr & twitch.tv/prinzessinbacon 


tter 


peor 
«You are my feminist hope in the Young Liberals.» (Isabelle about Lilly) 
«Feminist / Pacifist » (Lilly PrincessinBacon) 


Such tedious hacking has kept us off the subject for pages now: “The oppression 
of men” works in that books about the oppression of men are not read, perceived, 
but faded out, and instead the feminist nonsense lie of a biologically dominant 
woman who believes herself to be ‘oppressed’ is rolled out widely through all the 
media. 


Many media, including the taz, which was founded in 1978 as a radical left-wing 
newspaper, support feminist tracts with great publicity, which are thus read and 
bought, shape society's consciousness and debate, which incidentally makes 
feminism a successful business model, just as the state does with one-sidedly 
wasted tax money and skewed feminist laws. As a matter of course, journalists 
uncritically adopt their false thesis of ‘women's oppression’, which is so 
grotesquely wrong that their own text immediately gives the lie to it and shows 
the opposite, namely massive sexual oppression of men, which is politically 
mirrored and increased by feminists: 
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1711 Bees iy OI! 82% 


g p 
zung bewerben Foto: Reinhard Kurzend6rfer/imago 


taz: Frau Stoverock, lhr Buch tragt den Ti- 
tel ,Female Choice” — ein biologischer Be- 
griff, der sich auf das Paarungssystem 
vieler Tierarten bezieht. Was hat das mit 
dem Menschen zu tun? 


Meike Stoverock: Es beschreibt ein Sys- 
tem, bei dem sich Mannchen um Moglich- 
keiten zur Fortpflanzung bewerben miissen. 
Um Sex zu bekommen, mussen sie Leistun- 
gen erbringen; kampfen, Geschenke ma- 
chen, hiibsch aussehen. Die Weibchen ent- 
scheiden, mit wem sie sich fortpflanzen. 
Bis zur Sesshaftwerdung, als Menschen 
noch keine hochkultivierten Wesen waren, 
galt die female choice auch dort. Erst durch 
den Aufbau einer nach mannlichen Bedirf- 
nissen gestalteten Zivilisation wurde dieses 
Prinzip unterdrtickt. 


Sie bezeichnen diese Unterdriickung als 
das Fundament, auf dem alle heutigen po- 
litischen Systeme und Kulturkreise stehen. 
Worauf stiitzt sich Ihre These? 


@ Unterstiitzen Sie jetzt die taz! 


«Meike Stoverock: It describes a system in which males must compete for 
opportunities to reproduce. To get sex, they have to perform, fight, give gifts.... 
The females decide» (taz: Review of “Female Choice” by Meike Stoverock) 
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4 > Claudia Mellenthin + 
batt 


UBRIGENS, zur Arterhaltung braucht es sehr wenige 
Manner, die meisten (99%) sind vollig Uberflussig. Also, 


Manner sollten sich sehr anstrengen ihren 
gesellschaftlichen Wert zu beweisen. Und nicht 
unangenehm auffallen. 


«FURTHER, very few men are needed for the preservation of the species, most 
(99%) are completely superfluous. So, men should try very hard to prove their 
social value. And not stand out unpleasantly.» (Claudia Mellenthin) 


Feminists have always openly advocated this system, as my book on the first fe- 
minist wave proved. Even before the First World War, the suffragettes were con- 
spicuous for wanting to deprive men of the right and opportunity to have sexual 
choice, which was to be a unilaterally female field of dominance. In the First 
World War, they then pinned white feathers on men to humiliate them as 
‘cowards’ if they were not yet dying in the trenches in the gas war. Many thus 
drove them to volunteer, who then often died, while women were safe at home 
yapping about their supposed oppression over coffee and cake from expensive 
china service that men had financed through hard work, while men vomited out 
shreds of lung in the gas war and died by the millions. Feminist lies are of that 
calibre: In reality, it is exactly the other way round. 


Ridiculous then as now was the double standard of feminists. Back then they de- 
manded political choice so that they could then send men to war, but deprived 
men of sexual choice “to better the race”, which made feminists co-founders of 
eugenics, and by the way is not the only later fascist method they brought up — 
see my book “Censored: First Volume on the First Wave”. 


Meike Stoverock — like many feminists — does not care that she represents total 
female dominance and complete sexual disenfranchisement of men, condemning 
them to a female-dependent slave existence, subject to the arbitrariness of female 
choice without having such choice themselves. This is slavery that feminism is 
practising, and the worst and most grotesque thing about it is that feminists still 
have the unbounded cheek to twist even that into the opposite, namely to 
celebrate the sexual enslavement of men as ‘women's liberation’, and to pretend 
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that it is ‘women's oppression’ if men have even a tiny fraction of the sexual 
opportunities that women naturally enjoy. 


Since procreation is the basic function of life, which constitutes life, distinguishes 
living beings from dead matter, this is not marginal, not a minor issue, but the 
central crux of sex relations. It is precisely to protect this mechanism that 
evolution has innately anchored a skewed perception of sex matters that makes 
women preferentially perceived as ‘victims in need of help’, although on the 
contrary women are biologically dominant. Feminism of all waves is based on 
this false perception. At the same time, male losers are not supposed to 
reproduce, which is why they are deprived of any empathy, any sympathy, and 
instead are given scorn and ridicule. This, too, is an innate empathy distortion that 
is reinforced by feminism, as my books prove. 


Perversely, my books are not even read precisely because of the skewed percepti- 
on that is demonstrated in them. Because this skewed perception makes authors, 
books and theses appear ridiculous in advance, which is why people intuitively 
conclude that it is not worth reading them, that they can only be nonsense. This is 
the definition before prejudice, namely judgement before knowledge. In this way, 
my arguments have been dismissed unread in ignorance for decades. It is the 
same vicious circle as earlier on the subject of censorship: the fact of censorship 
remains unknown because books that prove censorship are, after all, censored. In 
the same way, books that prove a distortion of perception are dismissed unread, 
laughed at, ridiculed precisely because of the distortion of perception they prove. 


I have had to struggle with this for 40 years. It takes very sound health not to go 
insane with such a twisted, unjust situation. Once again, the accusations of femi- 
nists of both sexes, who demonstrably adhere to an ideology created by morbid 
hysteria, see the book “Abrechnung mit dem Feminismus”, could not be more 
unfair, accusing critics in a transference of exactly what was really true and 
provable on their side, but precisely not with their critics. On the contrary, no 
feminist snowflake could have withstood the treatment they constantly mete out 
to men. 


A similar vicious circle plagues male losers in life because ignoring men, their 
issues and books perpetuates their suffering, 


Imagine if women were turned away by men the way women turn away men — 
women would go crazy in rows, go mad, not tolerate such treatment. My book 
“The Oppression of Men” also demonstrates the trivial reasons for which women, 
especially feminists, complain, whereas there are a thousand times as strong 
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reasons for men who are neither allowed to complain nor do so. Such perverse 
injustice is outrageous, at all levels. 


If women have the slightest difficulty finding men, feminists whine, the state 
makes propaganda to change this. Men, on the other hand, are made into incels 
by the millions, and are still insulted, attacked, equated with Nazis and mass 
murderers by feminists for the fact that these male losers have been cruelly 
disadvantaged, discriminated against, made into victims by feminists and women. 
In this respect too, feminism is a huge, cynical perpetrator-victim reversal. 


The oppression of men is based on such mechanisms that prevent my book on the 
oppression of men from being read. The non-reading of my books is the very 
expression of this oppression, and until they are read, nothing will change. This is 
the crux of the matter, not a pseudo men's movement that is firmly stuck in false 
feminist ways of thinking, which is also the reason why they ignore in an 
unsolidaristic way and do not even realise that my books address the crux of the 
matter, while they only try to include men in feminist principles, which is a 
ridiculous approach that helps to perpetuate the oppression of men. 


«Because a pattern of female choice is that 80 percent of women choose and for 
20 percent of men. That is, a majority of men do not get sex. ... Sex that was not 
freely available because women control it» (Meike Stoverock, taz) 


«The Pioneer Beta 

The 8th day 

#163 — Meike Stoverock: When women alone control access to sex 
Tuesday, 16.3.2021 20:00 

The concept of Female Choice and its impact on men» 
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The Pioneer °** Mend = 


Der 8. Tag 

#163 - Meike Stoverock: 
Wenn allein Frauen den 
Zugang zu Sex 
kontrollieren 


Dienstag, 16.03.2021 20:00 Uhr 


Das Konzept der Female Choice und seine 
Auswirkungen auf Manner 


Other media are doing the same thing; none of them notice that feminists are the 
ones who control, dominate and disenfranchise. 

In the taz, Meike Stoverock nebulously accuses men of ‘terrible crimes’, as fas- 
cist-type ideologies do against scapegoats, in order to then carry out their crime 
of disenfranchising and systematically sexually discriminating against men; her 
concern is merely the danger that men might fight back and how to prevent that. 
The fascists, too, justified their actually terrible crimes with imaginary crimes 
that they falsely attributed to their scapegoats; it works the same way with 
feminism, which falsely accuses men in order to then propagate real crimes of 
discrimination, disenfranchisement and enslavement of men with them. 


First, women arbitrarily degrade 80% of men to incels in the future, then they 
defame the victims of their discrimination, ridicule them as ‘misogynists’ instead 
of stopping their own very real and consequential hatred of men that created the 
problem in the first place. Media give perpetrator(esses)s the floor, mocking 
victims, as classical dictatorships did with other groups of victims. Since 1968, 
this cynical perpetrator-victim reversal has become the public policy. 


«Deutschlandfunk Culture 
Current affairs | Article 
from 08.03.2021 


Incel community 
How far the hatred 
against women goes 


“Tncels” stands for 
“involuntary celibate 
men”, i.e. men who are 
involuntarily celibate. 
Men who don't have sex 
and who gang up on the 
internet. But simply 
talking about incels as 
women-haters is not 
enough — far too little. 


By Merle Hémberg and 
Lina Beling» 
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= =| Deutschlandfunk Kultur 


Zeitfragen | Beitrag vom 08.03.2021 


Incel-Community 
Wie weit der Hass gegen 
Frauen geht 


: be Podcast abonnieren 
Beitrag héren 


,Incels” steht fur ,involuntary celibate 
men”, also fur unfreiwillig im Zdlibat 
lebende Manner. Manner, die keinen 
Sex haben und sich im Internet 
zusammenrotten. Doch bei Incels ein- 
fach nur von Frauenhassern zu 


sprechen, ist zu wenig - viel zu wenig. 


Von Merle Homberg und Lina Beling 


How far does the actual hatred of men, the failure of empathy towards native 
male losers go? How far does it go in sexual disenfranchisement of men? How 
far do feminists and the media that listen to them want to push the oppression of 
men? The oppression of men will get worse until my books about it are read. 


488 


Later Insults From Publishers 


Tne ideological publishers of the FRG, which is only a democracy in appearan- 


ce, but has in fact become an ideological state that defames and destroys every - 
one on a personal level who contradicts the prescribed canon of ‘politically 
correct’ opinion on fundamental issues, are no longer content to reject scripts on 
ideological grounds, to set themselves up as censors who want to deprive 
dissenters of their economic livelihood or — even better — not even give them the 
chance to become authors and mature with their works. 


In the same way, critical or objective research no longer comes into being 
because there would never be funds and authorisation for it; indeed, students who 
contradict the essential dogmas would be graded badly and thus chased out of the 
university. 


Meanwhile, some publishers have become even more aggressive in trying to 
publicly destroy unpleasant views and writers. It is not only the Blue Light 
Publishing House that makes public its vicious slating of views they will not 
tolerate, in their ‘politically correct’ intolerance, to deter readers from buying a 
published book. This is a new escalation level of brutalisation and the decay of all 
good manners. Edition Paashaas Verlag was not content to reject my script, but 
made an effort to shoot the book down on Amazon after another publisher had 
published it. 

1) &) https://www.amazon.de/Die-Unterdr%sC3%BCckung-M% OD + @ © —_ ; 


b akekakey 


7° gefahrlicher Schwachsinn 
Von Edition Paashaas Verlag am 22. Dezember 2016 


Frauenfeindliche Texte eines ungliicklichen Mannes, der weder mit sich noch mit den Frauen klarkommt. Ich empfinde seine Texe 
als diskriminierend und seine Ansichten als gefahrlich. Der Autor kommt mit Gleichberechtigung nicht klar und gibt jedem die 
Schuld fiir sein Versagen aufer sich selbst. Auch stilistisch konnten mich seine Texte nicht iberzeugen. Seine propagandistische 
Wortwahl schreckt mich zugleich ab und langweiligt mich schon nach wenigen Satzen. Ich verstehe es wirklich nicht, warum dieser 
Mann noch immer Verlage findet, die seine literarischen Ergiisse verdffentlichen. 


«dangerous bollocks (one-point rating) 

Misogynistic writings by an unhappy man who can't handle himself or women. I 
find his texts discriminatory and his views dangerous. The author can't cope with 
equality and blames everyone but himself for his failures. Stylistically, his texts 
also failed to convince me. His propagandistic choice of words both put me off 
and bored me after just a few sentences. I really don't understand why this man 
still finds publishers who publish his literary effusions.» (edition Paashaas Verlag, 
22 December 2016) 


Feminist-minded people like the quoted publisher are masters of transference. 
They themselves belong to an ideology that has been spreading hatred and 
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twisting all facts into the opposite for 150 years. Thus they accuse the victim 
and critic of their ideology of hatred, who defends the female capacity for 
love and a world of love, of that hatred which alone characterises their own 
ideology. 


Moreover, the person sending that vile, personalising denigration is cynical: 
she rejects, moved by feminist reasons. In life, she rejects men and thus de- 
grades them to losers. Professionally, she also rejects men, their books and ar- 
guments, degrading them for the second time to victims who are not even al- 
lowed to speak out or complain. Then they ridicule those men whom they 
have degraded to victims with their malice, for being a victim. Thus the vic- 
tims of their rejection and empathy disorder are once again blamed and humi- 
liated, instead of the cynics recognising and putting an end to their own 
wickedness. 


This is also an expression of the lack of empathy disorder against native male 
losers that has been exacerbated by feminism. It does not even occur to the 
writer that all this reflects on herself. Because of her enemy stereotype, em- 
bedded in concrete, the victims are blamed. This is a fascistoid attitude from 
which all men in life are dismissed, as with their writings and arguments, who 
criticise her empathy-disturbed attitude. 


Moreover, this publishing house — like others — abuses its power to not only 
reject a manuscript submission for ideological motives, but to publicly expose 
the writer, to ridicule him, to prevent anyone from reading or publishing his 
books. Although no book was bought, the publisher gives the worst possible 
rating on Amazon. This is no longer a publisher's repudiation, but business- 
damaging and vile behaviour, also fascistoid. We live in a feminist-left 
fascistoid dictatorship of ideas. 


“dangerous” and suicidal is an ideology that destroys entire civilisations, cau- 
ses their carrier peoples to die out for lack of procreation and through displa- 
cement interbreeding, dreams of an androcide, a genocide of (mainly white) 
men. In an exact reversal of all facts, lives defending criticism of such ideolo- 
gy is slandered as ‘dangerous’. 
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Wednesday, June 28, 2017 


Feminist Magazine Demands White Women Abort 
Their Babies to Solve Racism 


“The white family unit must be destroyed" 

A feminist magazine is calling on white women to solve historical racism and white supremacy by aborting all their babies. 
In an article entitled, Beyond Pro-Choice: The Solution to White Supremacy is White Abortion, writer Nicole Valentine blames “white 
families” for standing in the way of a “progressive society” by “initiating their parasitism” to exert “full dominion over the enslaved and 
oppressed people of color.” 

“Whites are embedded from birth with the sense of common white identity, and this identity conditions them to replicate the white family 
unit, thus furthering the cycle of white supremacy in America. That is why the white family unit must be destroyed,” writes Valentine. 
“White women: it i 

claim to be progressive, and yet : 

be encouraged to abort their white ren, and to use their freed-up time and resources to assist women of color who have 
no other choice but to raise their children,” she adds. 

Valentine goes on to demand that white women also adopt black children “who have lost their parents to the destructive white 
supremacist society that you have enabled and encouraged.” 

The magazine, which describes itself as being “dedicated to promoting diversity and multicultural values,” is loaded with other stories 
that border on being satirical, including “Women can't be rapists,” “Childhood toys are racist!” and “It's time to talk about 
Whitesplaining”. 

The website’s “about us” page also blames “radical right wingers” as being “responsible for several hate crimes and terrorist attacks.” 
The writers are mostly “current and past students” 

Valentine’s argument that white women need to have more abortions because “women of color do not often have the same privilege to 
choose termination as do white women” is complete nonsense given that black children are aborted at three times the rate of white 
children. 

The article received hundreds of negative comments, with respondents pointing out the blatantly racist tone of the piece. 

“Sometimes | think there must be a contest going on in which the author of the most radical, insane, warped, twisted and fever-brained 
article will win a prize. If so, this hateful screed should surely win at least an honorable mention,” wrote Steve Biddle. 

“If this is not incitement to genocide, | don’t know what it is. If you change the term “white” to anything else, it looks exactly like that no 
matter how you flip it,” remarked Victor Crainic. 


“bollocks” are both the confused and contradictory accusations and insinuati- 
ons of feminism, and the above personally defamatory outpourings from 
Paashaas Verlag. Its bollocks reveals that they are incapable of recognising 
new intelligent arguments, an intellectual breakthrough that is much better 
than anything feminism has ever produced. Here, too, the rule of transference 
and reversing all facts into the opposite applies. 


“Misogynistic texts”? No, feminism has always been misandrist (anti-male); it is 
men who want to save female capacity to love men and a world of mutual love 
that is being destroyed by misandrist feminists like the person who is rejecting 
the book. Critical men act out of love for women; feminists destroy female love 
for the male sexes. 'Misogynist' has been a standard phrase since 1968 to 
emotionally cull criticism of an irrational ideology, avoiding any factual 
argument, and above all to distract from the real massive misandry that characte- 
rises not only feminists but now the whole of society. Here, too, it is an exact 
distortion of all facts into the opposite. 
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“of an unhappy man” is victim-bashing: Feminists make men unhappy with un- 
precedented mental cruelty, then mock them for having been made unhappy. It 
doesn't get any more cynical and vicious than this. 


“who can't handle himself or women” is the classic ‘ad hominem’ logic error, par- 
ticularly ridiculous against a scientific book. Those who have no factual argu- 
ments try to hit the author personally. As always, the opposite is true. For 150 
years, feminists have not been able to get along with themselves and with men, 
resulting in a radical ideology at war with human nature, devised by often psy- 
chotic founding feminists. (Evidence in the book “Abrechnung”) Only a man 
who is very sovereign and can cope well with himself in spite of humiliation in 
the role of victim is capable of writing such works. Feminists, on the other hand, 
cannot cope with biological reality and with male losers who have been made 
losers by feminist women. Read the verbatim reports from festivals, everyday life 
and pickup to see the absurdity and cynicism of such accusations. 


»l find his texts discriminatory” 


Women ideologues who have falsely arrogated to themselves a victim role for 
150 years, even though they are privileged and discriminate against men on a dai- 
ly basis, not only sexually, feel discriminated against by exposing this fact - a 
classic example of the reversal of all facts into the opposite by feminist feeling 
and consciousness and skewed perception of everything in relation to sex. Don't 
you dare talk about feminists discriminating against men, or that men, not 
women, are the sex discriminated against, then the feminist-minded woman feels 
‘discriminated against’! 


Subjective feelings of concern based on false perception instead of objective facts 
is valid method according to feminist standard works on ‘philosophy of science’, 
as my books proved. 


In poor spelling it says ‘Texe’ instead of ‘Texts’. Again the facts are turned into 
the opposite: He / she / it is so totally empathy-less towards men that he / she / it 
does not understand how massively men are discriminated against by women and 
what this means for men. He / she / it cannot cope with this (and blames the au- 
thor for her own inability). Discriminating against men is accompanied by a lack 
of empathy towards men, who are humiliated by women to become losers and 
then blamed and ridiculed. 


»and his views as dangerous.” 
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Objectively and factually exposing feminist lies is dangerous for feminist-minded 
people because it pulls the rug out from under their ideology, victim myth and 
privileges. They are in danger of losing their sprawling privileges and therefore 
find every true word dangerous, with ‘discriminatory’ added as an empty phrase. 


It cannot be surprising that in a dictatorship of opinion, views that refute all the 
foundations of the ideology in power and build something new are considered 
‘dangerous’. The accusation speaks of naked fear for their own power and 
sinecures, which makes them perceive better rebuttals as dangerous. 


“The author can't handle the idea of equality and blames everyone but himself 
for his failures.” — The cynic cannot come to terms with the idea of equality 
and defends female supremacy with spiteful victim-blaming, blaming the vic- 
tims of her arrogance and everything in the world except herself. The cynic 
twists every fact into the opposite. Who has the power in rejection through se- 
xual selection? How are supernumerary men to blame for being supernumera- 
ry? The cynic does not have enough sense to grasp a simple mathematical 
model like the numerical ratio of sexes and accepted partners in the flirt mar- 
ket. All she can do is badmouth and victim-blame. 

The employee or owner of the publishing house does not understand who is 
discriminating against whom. She has no more understanding of the book she 
is bashing than she has of sexual selection: it is women like her and feminists 
who cannot come to terms with their own idea of equality, who want to radi- 
cally discriminate against men. Her ‘argument’ is cynical perpetrator-victim 
reversal, an ad hominem logic error and below-the-belt back-patting, blaming 
the excluded, not those who exclude or the mechanisms of exclusion. 


“Stylistically, too, his texts could not convince me.” — Those who are used to fe- 
minist drivel spitefully attack everything that exposes their own incompetence 
through better arguments. Out of her prejudice and empathy disorder, she seeks 
flaws that do not exist. Books by feminist women are hyped up to sensation and 
success with much less content and less stylistic quality, as I have proven in my 
books. Feminists do not need to offer anything in terms of language or content 
except woman-conscious platitudes. With a woman it is considered sexy, modern 
and great. If a man wrote something similar, he would be torn apart in a rage as a 
‘chauvinist’ and a ‘fool’. It is because of attitude and my sex that instead of 
cheering for the brave, influential and innovative sister in spirit, a vicious slur is 
spread against the man who thinks differently. 


“His propagandistic choice of words both puts me off and bored me after just 
a few sentences.” — Those who are used to the boring propagandist word choi- 
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ce of feminist bungling are put off by the variety and quality of male voices, 
understand nothing, and then get bored with profound thoughts because they 
are either too prejudiced or incapable of understanding a word of it. 


“His propagandistic choice of words” is the usual twisting of all facts into the 
opposite. Mass distributed feminist books are full of feminist phrases and 
pure propaganda. This is cheered as long as it expresses the right, i.e. left- 
wing, feminist sentiments. But as soon as the view deviates, better arguments 
in a much more mature choice of words are blamed, of which feminist suc- 
cess authors are usually not even capable. Instead of feminist ideology where 
it fits, critics are blamed where it does not fit. 


The same goes for ‘bored’: my book is innovative. Feminist writers regurgita- 
te boringly hackneyed, false phrases. 


“T really don't understand why this man still finds publishers who publish his 
literary effusions.” 


“T really don't understand why this man is still finding publishers” is hard to beat 
for viciousness and spite. A publisher is deliberately damaging business in the 
public space in order to deprive an author, along with his books, of his audience 
because the publisher does not like his views. This is censorship of opinion, a 
block leader, denouncer and boycotter instead of a publisher. Anyone who 
behaves so spitefully in rejecting a manuscript has forfeited any moral right to act 
as a publisher and publish books. This is morally disgraceful, demonstrates bad 
character, and goes far beyond the general inability to empathise, which is the 
subject of my books. 


The game of hilarious twisting of all facts into the opposite by feminist-min- 
ded scatterbrains continues. Since at least 1968, it has been impossible to 
publish genuine feminist criticism in a proper mainstream publishing house, 
as I meticulously demonstrated in my books. Effusions are feminist tracts of 
all waves, emotive and based on a false perception from which a radical ideo- 
logy of hate is born with gut feelings and faulty conclusions. Feminist bullshit 
should never have been published in a publishing house because it is not only 
wrong but also miserably ill-conceived and written, yet feminist works sha- 
ped mass media and masses. Conversely, criticism of it is valid, more intelli- 
gent and more reasonable, but it is completely suppressed. Once it threatens 
to become known, it is kicked below the belt, which is the equivalent of the 
logical fallacy ad hominem. It is bad enough that a publisher gives herself up 
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for such agitation against an unpublished book. That she kicks people and 
victims at the same time is unforgivable. 


“who publish his literary effusions” is again a logical error ‘ad hominem’, as in- 
sulting as it is devoid of content. 

This says nothing about the book, but a lot about the censor of opinion. It is an 
attempt to exclude unpleasant views from publication, to discourage reading and 
taking note of them, preferably to silence the victims of their ideological terror 
forever and to ensure that they are forgotten: they should finally grow old and 
die, so that there is no one left to communicate a truth that is inconvenient to their 
ideological dictatorship. The truth should die out unheard. This is a translation of 
the underlying motivation of such commentary effusions into plain language. In 
fact, freedom and diversity of opinion have been over since feminist waves 
destroyed former tolerance and objectivity. My books show that this already 
began during the first wave before the First World War. 


«Erin Pizzey 

So, 06.02.2022 14:25 

Unfortunately I was thrown out of publishing a long time ago. I published This 
Way to the Revolution in 2011 with a very small publishing company who had 
almost no distribution. Almost every single book I wrote was a terrible struggle 
because the majority of female editors in publishing as you probably know are 
feminists. I have never come across a more incestuous unpleasant cruel group of 
people. I was published for a long time by HarperCollins and the editor there 
was Patricia Parkin she explained very succinctly that editors decided their 
themes and then asked agents to find writers who would write the book designed 
by the editor. My brother Daniel as] wrote The Wild Geese a huge best seller 
and then he wrote Macau I had a letter from him telling me that he was forced to 
rewrite the Wild Geese four times first after his agent demanded changes and then 
his editor took over by then he said the book was ruined. Most writers do 
whatever they’re told because they are desperate to get published I simply gave 
up after publishing some 18 books. So as you can see I’m afraid I can’t help 
you.» 
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Attitudinal Rejections from the English-Speaking 
World 


Rejections out of conviction also came from literary agents of the English- 


speaking world. Already in Antiquity and the Middle Ages, there were 
protofeminist works that today's feminists refer to, which were supported by men, 
published and handed down to this day. Critical works by men, on the other hand, 
have been systematically stifled in their nascent stages since feminism came to 
power. The empathy disorder towards the men of one's own culture, tribes or 
peoples is also expressed in the contempt with which feminist-influenced men as 
well as women — both sexes equally hateful — ridicule every critic, saying that it 
cannot be normal and healthy what contradicts their ideology. This is also exactly 
the opposite of the facts, because feminism has been invented and spread in all 
waves by severely disturbed women, as the book “Settling The Score With 


oo has documented and proven. 
Com) James Query Reply from James MéGowWan Query Reply from James MéGoWan THE OPPRESSION ... Pos 


© ames MEGEWAR at Bookends Literary A Query Received by James MeGOWan at BookEnds Literary Agency Tha 226 
Within hours, I received this rejection from a man sis claimed to have exa- 
mined the book carefully, which is not at all possible with such an extensive, 
partly scientific work. 


James McGowan <query@QueryManager.com> 
Mo, 11.10.2021 15:45 
An: Sie 


k you for querying J 


Query Reply from 
James McGowan 


THE OPPRESSION OF MEN 


(This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail.) 


Jan 


Firstly, | hope you are doin 
you for querying BookEn 
I'm afraid that after giving ful consideration to your work, I've decided 


well, staying safe and healthy. | want to thank 


and giving me a chance to review your work 


I'm not the best fit for this project at this time. 
«Sent: Sunday, 22:26. Rejected Monday» 
«I'm afraid that after giving careful consideration to your work» 


I was puzzled by the introductory phrase because the following variant seems 
to have a secondary meaning, which native speakers of English may decide: 


496 


«l hope you're (This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail.) 
well, all things °° °° 
considered.» I'm sorry to not have better news, but LIFE AS 
A JOURNEY doesn't feel like a good fit for me to represent at this time. Please 
Rejection and silencing of novel books on “The Oppression of Men” reflects 
the oppression of men in the everyday life of the writer and the misinformed 
contemporaries who, due to massive militant prejudice, do not even learn 
what arguments there are against the ideology currently in power. 


Empathy for native male losers, incels, cuckolds or ‘white heterosexual ma- 
les’ is not zero, but approaching minus infinity. 


Friday, June 23, 2017 


Medusa Magazine 


Feminist Revolution Now 


Beyond Pro-Choice: The Solution to White 
Supremacy is White Abortion 


f June 21,2017 & Nicole Valentine ™® america, privilege, pro choice, pro future, racism, trump, white 


privilege, white women, women's rights 


In a progressive society, it is often white families that stand in the way of equality and 
«Feminist Magazine Demands White Women Abort Their Babies» (June 26, 
2017) reporting about: 

«Medua Magazine, Feminist Revolution Now, June 23, 2017 
Beyond Pro-Choice: The Solution to White Supremacy is White Abortion 


34 https://archive.ph/MPL2U 
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In a progressive society, it is often white families that stand in the way of 
equality» 


Significantly, the critical report has since been deleted from the internet: it is not 
feminist hatred that is being deleted, but the reporting on this hatred. 


Anyone who compares how pathological nonsense of feminists of all waves was 
lauded and established in all areas of society, in media, politics and in academia, 
which was twisted into propaganda subjects, while critics were completely igno- 
red, not mentioned by media, scornfully dismissed by popular publishers and lite- 
rary agents, for decades and unanimously, can see a faint reflection of how 
wrongly our society sees and treats such key issues. Feminists and other ideolo- 
gues set up a mind dictatorship that twists all important facts into the opposite, in- 
culcates such skewed views from childhood, but massively stifles and suppresses 
any criticism of them. 


< _ RE: QUERY “The Oppression of Men" 


© submissions@f agency 


So, 28.11.2021 15:41 
An: Sie 


HiJan, 
Thanks for this. 


Your work is in a genre or subject area we are not seeking to represent at this time. 


«Your work is in a genre or subject area we are not seeking to represent at this 
time.» (A literary agency that has forbidden, with legal threats, to quote them by 
name, 28.11.2021) 


Publishers, media or literary agents “are not seeking to represent” the theses of 
my books because they are about men. When feminists represent the exact 
opposite on the same subject area, it is against men, as in Meike Stoverock's 
“Female Choice”; then there is just as fierce support from media, publishers and 
blogs as there is icy silent rejection when the desired sentiment is criticised. 
That's how it works in this society. 


Feminists are cheered, honoured, enforced by powerful media networks, like 
Meike Stoverock's “Female Choice” at the moment. The critical original from a 
male pen, on the other hand, is totally ignored. All these are facets of the op pres- 
sion of men, as is the overlooking, ridiculing and mocking of male losers, incels, 
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cuckolds and their voices. That such blatant injustice and perversity is not noticed 
by contemporaries, that references to it are ridiculed and dismissed, proves how 
far the oppression of men reaches in everyday life and society. It is so deeply 


rooted in us that it has become invisible. 
Re: QUERY "The Oppression of Men" 2 


(10 } Jan Deichmohle The book “The Opp jon of Men" is a once-in-a-lifetime chance to discover a breakthrough concerning the strongest taboos of 
QS ester © Janua 

#& Reply mp Forward f Delete € Spam! More 
Dear Jan, 


Thank you for letting me consider this, but | couldn't disagree more with the premise and the project in general. Sorry, but it's a pass for me. 


Best regards, 


«Thank you for letting me consider this, but I couldn't disagree more with the 
premise and the project in general. Sorry, but it's a pass for me.» (| from the 
literary agency Linda Chester, 21.1.22) 


She is not rejecting a premise, as she mistakenly calls it, but the result of the in- 
vestigation, which the book title expresses. It is unlikely that she has read enough 
in the book beyond the title to realise what it is about. 


Even one Ian from the Maximus agency rejected in record time within hours, so 
as not to have such a critical book in his electronic drawer. 


Anything that contradicts feminist ideology, which inculcates false claims and 
false views from infancy, or even addresses the taboo subject of real male losers, 
is treated like shit and suppressed; feminism has replaced freedom of expression 
and diversity of views with dictatorship of opinion. They don't want to read any- 
thing critical, much less publish it. 
<__ RE: Query_Deichmohle_The Oppression of Men_Non-Fiction_150,000 
is ) (an EE <submissions@maximus i > ae ugg 
me 
Hi Jan, 
I\'m going to have to pass on this project. 


All the best, 


From: Jan Deichmohle 
Sent: Monday, March 7, 2022 3:59 AM 


To: submissions@maximus i 


Subject: Query_Deichmohle_The Oppression of Men_Non-Fiction_150,000 


Dear Ian, 


The voice that has been most silenced in human history is the voice of our own male losers. This book has a multi-level approach. Chapter A is 
scientific. Chapter C is a narrative non-fiction book about male losers and could be made into a film. 


The book "The Oppression of Men" is a once-in-a-lifetime chance to discover a breakthrough concerning the strongest taboos of human life. It has 
the potential to become a sensation and media bias scandal. It gives you the opportunity to be the first to tackle a new approach supported by 


In the empathy-disturbed era, such responses are considered normal: 
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so) Submissions Department & & 4 
Mi, 0 7:21 


An: Sie 


Dear Jan, 


Thank you for your enquiry and for your patience in waiting for our response. We regret to inform you that the manuscript you've described does 
not sound like something we would like to read at present. 


We wish you every success in finding an agent or publisher. 


LSFT 
BANK 
LITERARY 


SUBMISSIONS MANAGER 


On Mon, 6 Dec 2021 at 07:12, I <form-submission ONE wrote: 
Sent via form submission from LEFT BANK LITERARY 


Name *: Jan Deichmohle 
Email: 


Submission Pitch *: Pitch: 
"This book is capable of changing your view of human life - the way Kepler and Galileo changed our view of the universe. Just as the earth 
revolves around the sun, the female sex is dominant, not the other way around." 


“The Oppression Of Men" - non fiction 
«We regret to inform you that the manuscript you've described does not 
sound like something we would like to read at present.» 
«The Oppression of Men” doesn't sound like a good fit for my list at this time.» 


Rejection based on book title occurred 17 minutes after submission. 
® ez <query@QueryManager.com> @® Jessica z at BOokEnds Literary <query@QueryManager.com> 
3:21 0. 
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C) 


An: Sie 


Query Reply from Thank you for querying 
Jessica Alvarez Jessica Alvarez at BOokEnds Literary 


THE OPPRESSION OF MEN 


(This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail. 


(This E-Mail address is not monitored. Please do not reply to this E-Mail. 
You message will not be read.) 


Your message will not be read.) 
Dear Jan, 


Thanks for querying me. I'm afraid THE OPPRESSION OF MEN doesn't —_ Your query for THE OPPRESSION OF MEN was received on Mar 09, 2022 

sound like a good fit for my list at this time. | wish you all the best with your 

writing career and hope you find the right agent for you soon. 

Best, 

Jessica Alvarez 

Senior Literary Agent 

BookEnds Literary 
The oppression of men goes far beyond what Galilei and Kepler or Charles 
Darwin experienced, who only had to deal with prejudice. The lack of under- 
standing of male losers and their positions, that they are perceived as ridicu- 
lous, malicious or sick, incel as threatening, their arguments and books consi- 
dered absurd, bad and not worth reading, expresses the partly innate, partly 
ideology-induced skew, discrimination and oppression described in this book 


and aptly summarised as “The Oppression of Men”. 
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More As Innovative Books 


More original books from the literary underground: 


Science: 

Jan Deichmohle, “The Oppression Of Men” 

Jan Deichmohle, “Critique of Feminist Ideology” 

Jan Deichmohle, “Nature Instead Of Utopia” 

Jan Deichmohle, “Settling The Score With Feminism” 

Jan Deichmohle, “Censored: Message in a Bottle to the Future” 


Non fiction reportages: 

Jan Deichmohle, “Film in Words” 

Jan Deichmohle, “The Incel Manifesto” 
Jan Deichmohle, “Incel Inspects Insular” 
Jan Deichmohle, “Double Standard” 

Jan Deichmohle, “Perversion” 


Non fiction: 

Jan Deichmohle, “The Kiwi-Experience. A Grotesque” 
John C. Mileahed, ,,Life As a Journey” 

Jan Deichmohle, “Bali — Enchanting Island” 


Jan Deichmohle, ,,Climate Fear And Other Nonsense” 

To be translated to English: 

Jan Deichmohle, ,,Kurs gen Kreta” 

Jan Deichmohle, ,,Bilderbuch Madagaskar: Bilder, Buch, Madagaskar” 

Jan Deichmohle, ,,The Book of Festivals” 

Jan Deichmohle, ,,Warum Festivals auf Dauer anéden” . 

Von Goafestivals zu Barockfestspielen, mit philosophischen Uberlegungen zu 
Kontrapunkt und Gesellschaftsentwicklung 


Jan Deichmohle, ,,Beziehungsentzug”, tiber mannliche Verlierer 


More original and exciting books: www.quellwerk.com and 
www.quellwerk.com/english.htm 


